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ABSTRACT
AN HISTORIC ANALYSIS OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION
OF EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AT BOSTON
1964-1990
MAY 1992
CHARLES F. DESMOND, B.S., NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Directed by: Professor Luis Fuentes

This case study is intended to heighten awareness and draw attention to the fact that
in spite of the enlightened intent of the Brown decision and the educational opportunity
initiatives of the Great Society, broad, dramatic and troubling inequalities continue to
separate American society today. These inequalities are pervasive and show themselves
along racial, social and economic parameters. Across America, and most dramatically in
urban cities like Boston, disparities in employment, income, housing, health, and
educational attainment are pervasive. As a result, there is a compelling need to continue to
expand educational opportunities.

The primary purpose of this study will be to provide a detailed account of the
development and evolution of educational opportunity programs at the University of
Massachusetts at Boston. This study will examine the interplay between the university’s
mission and the development and implementation of programs designed to advance equal
educational opportunity for historically under served students. Woven within the fabric of
this analysis will be a contextual discussion of certain public policy and economic events at
the national level which influenced the development of programs at the Boston campus.
The study will begin in 1966 with the establishment of the College Preparatory Program
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and chronologically trace the development of a unique set of other educational opportunity
programs at the University. The study will conclude with a discussion of the Upward
Bound Math Science Initiative funded in 1990. Each of the programs studied will be
reviewed from a number of different perspectives. The analysis will show the specific
need each program was designed to address as well as the specific goals, objectives, and
activities that would be implemented to meet these needs. The study will also highlight
significant developments over time and key lessons learned.

This study will, therefore, trace the evolution of policy and programmatic initiatives
which were developed and pioneered at the University of Massachusetts at Boston to
address education needs of disadvantaged students. In doing this, important insights will
be gained into the contextual and programmatic elements which most effectively meet the
needs of this increasingly important population. Finally, this study will show that as
UMass/Boston is pulled to become a more traditional university, the educational
opportunity programs discussed in this study play an important role in helping the campus
to maintain a clear focus on services and programs designed to address the disadvantaged
student population cited in UMass/Boston’s founding principles.
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CHAPTER I
“The problem of the twentieth century is the problem of the color-line, the
question as to how far differences of race —which show themselves chiefly
in the color of the skin arid the texture of the hair -will hereafter be made
the basis to denying to over half the world the right of sharing to their
utmost ability the opportunities and privileges of modern civilization.”
~W. E. B. DuBois, 1900
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The Roots of the Problem
Few Supreme Court decisions have had as profound an effect on this nation as did
the landmark Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas decision of May 17, 1954.
With passage of Brown, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the principle of "separate-butequal" was unconstitutional. In so doing, the Court struck down Plessy v. Furguson, 163
U.S. (1896) which, for sixty uninterrupted years, virtually guaranteed constitutional
justification for racial segregation in most aspects of American society and gave de jure
authorization for educational inequality in American public schools.
The right to equal educational opportunity was determined to have profound
importance and broad significance in the eyes of the Court because, as Kirp has suggested,
"education shares with criminal process and suffrage the attributes of a fundamental right."
(Kirp, p. 8). Brown v. Board of Education puts it even more directly: "Education is
perhaps the most important function of state and local government... In these days, it is
doubtful that any child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the
opportunity of education" (Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483, 493 1954).
In the decision, the Court pointed to injustices inherent in racial separation in public
institutions and in 1955 ordered the various jurisdictions to embark on desegregation in
education "with all deliberate speed.” The Brown decision, as a consequence, ushered in a
period of sweeping change and reform, the sole purpose of which was to eradicate the
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vestiges of racial discrimination in America. A decade later it was clear that this task would
not be completed quickly. The problems were complex and entrenched. In 1964,
President Lyndon Johnson launched his attempt to solve the problems of poverty and
racism with the Great Society. Knowing that access to a quality education was an
important prerequisite to breaking the cycles of poverty and racism, the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 created Upward Bound to provide low-income youth with the
skills and motivation to gain access to and successfully complete post secondary education.
The Higher Education Act of 1965 launched financial aid programs to help poor students
pay for college. The architects of the Higher Education Act knew that simply providing
money to poor students was not enough. Thus, the Higher Education Act created a
program called Talent Search to provide a mechanism to identify qualified low-income
youth and adults and to provide them with information and assistance regarding applying to
post-secondary institutions and applying for financial aid.
Upward Bound demonstrated early on that it was an effective academic
development and support mechanism for poor students. As a result, when Congress
passed amendments to the Higher Education Act in 1968, Upward Bound was moved from
OEO to become a part of the federal government’s strategy to provide access to post¬
secondary education. Congress also recognized the need to address the issue of retention
and created the Special Services Program to complement the work of Upward Bound. The
purpose of Special Services was to provide low-income and disadvantaged students
enrolled in colleges and universities with the support and counseling necessary to
successfully complete higher education. The 1972 Higher Education Amendments
extended Talent Search services to adults through the creation of Educational Opportunity
Centers. Upward Bound Services were also extended to veterans.
A 1977 Congressional Budget Office report argued for continued national support
for equal educational opportunity. The report argued that, "the opportunity for a quality
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educational experience for everyone is directly desired--that is, regardless of the ultimate
value of an education, many seek an equal opportunity in the educational system as an end
in itself. Second, educational equality may serve as the mechanism to achieve equality in
other areas of American life-income, employment, and social and political influence among
racial and ethnic groups." (CBO Report, pp. 8-14). This Congressional support translated
most directly into an increase in the appropriation for the federal educational opportunity
programs-now called TRIO.
The early eighties were spent fighting the Reagan administration’s repeated attempts
to eliminate the programs. However, by the late eighties, years of building support for the
programs at the grassroots level had begun to pay off and the appropriation began to
increase significantly. At the same time, attention was focused on adding to the
complement of TRIO programs. The Education Amendments of 1986 created the Ronald
McNair Post-baccalaureate Achievement Program. The purpose of McNair was to identify
and prepare low-income and first-generation students for study at the doctoral level. While
McNair was authorized in 1986, the program was not funded until 1989. In 1990, the
Department of Education, responding to the growing concern about the nation’s lack of
competitiveness in math and science set aside monies for regional Math and Science
Centers for Upward Bound students.
The University of Massachusetts at Boston was established in 1964 to be the urban
extension of the Commonwealth’s land grant institution, the same year that the Economic
Opportunity Act created Upward Bound. In the tradition of the great land grants,
UMass/Boston was committed to promoting access for low income students and other
disadvantaged students who had traditionally been denied access. Thus, it is no surprise
that in 1965 the University submitted a successful application for an Upward Bound grant
receiving $154,360 to serve 75 students annually. In 1990, the university served 1,904
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students annually through seven educational opportunity programs with grants from
federal, state, corporate and institutional sources totaling $1,748,942.
Purpose and Significance of this Study
This case study is intended to heighten awareness and draw attention to the fact that
in spite of the enlightened intent of the Brown decision and the educational opportunity
initiatives of the Great Society, broad, dramatic and troubling inequalities continue to
separate American society today. These inequalities are pervasive and show themselves
along racial, social and economic parameters. Across America, and most dramatically in
urban cities like Boston, disparities in employment, income, housing, health, and
educational attainment are pervasive. As a result, there is a compelling need to continue to
expand educational opportunities.
The primary purpose of this study wi’i be !o provide a detailed account of the
development and evolution of educational opportunity programs at the University of
Massachusetts at Boston. This study will examine the interplay between the university’s
mission and the development and implementation of programs designed to advance equal
educational opportunity for historically undeserved students. Woven within the fabric of
this analysis will be a contextual discussion of certain public policy and economic events at
the national level which influenced the development of programs at the Boston campus.
The study will begin in 1966 with the establishment of the College Preparatory Program
and chronologically trace the development of a unique set of other educational opportunity
programs at the University. The study will conclude with a discussion of the Upward
Bound Math Science Initiative funded in 1990. Each of the programs studied will be
reviewed from a number of different perspectives. The analysis will show the specific
need each program was designed to address as well as the specific goals, objectives, and
activities that would be implemented to meet these needs. The study will also highlight
significant developments over time and key lessons learned.
4

This study will, therefore, trace the evolution of policy and programmatic initiatives
which were developed and pioneered at the University of Massachusetts at Boston to
address education needs of disadvantaged students. In doing this, important insights will
be gained into the contextual and programmatic elements which most effectively meet the
needs of this increasingly important population. Because educational opportunity programs
are so consistent with the university’s mission as an urban public university’s mission, it is
also possible to gain insights into the university’s efforts to put its stated mission into
practice. The study will show that as UMass/Boston is pulled to become a more traditional
university, the educational opportunity programs play an important role in helping to shift
the focus back to the founding principles.
This dissertation will address seven specific questions:
1.

Asa public urban university with a mission to provide high quality, low cost

educational opportunities to urban constituents, why was it necessary for the University of
Massachusetts at Boston to develop a continuing series of educational opportunity
programs for low-income, first generation college bound students?
2.

Over time, what has been the role and how do key groups-university

administrators, collegiate faculty and students—define and interact with the various
educational opportunity programs?
3.

What has been the relationship between the university’s stated mission and its

mission in practice and the development of the educational opportunity programs.
4. Over time, what were the major programmatic developments in the history of the
various educational opportunity programs at the university? What impact, if any, did these
developments have on existing outreach and academic offerings at the university?
5. What role and to what extent has federal funding played in the conceptualization and
implementation of educational opportunity programs at the University? How have
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institutional resources and other State funds been used to augment and support educational
opportunity initiatives as the Harbor campus?
6.

Are there any unifying principles which cut across the various educational

opportunity programs at the Boston campus? If so, are there any specific lessons or
generalizable insights which can be derived from these principles?
7.

Given the longevity and stable nature of the educational opportunity programs at the

Boston Campus, what are the likely directions these programs will take as we approach the
21st century? Given the increasing role of federal funding to manage and operate these
programs, what are the prospects for sustaining federal support in the years ahead?
To find the answers to these questions the study will chronicle the internal and
external factors which have guided educational opportunity planning and policy making
decisions at the University of Massachusetts at Boston for the past twenty-five years.
Examining the urban university in the context of its professed mission, its internal and
external environment, and in light of its historically served and projected client population
will contribute to a better understanding of questions raised in previous research on public
urban universities. Additionally, such an approach will contribute new insights and
provide valuable guidance on successful strategies which were implemented to forge
coalitions and build consensus for educational equity and opportunity at the collegiate and
community based levels. Finally, an analysis of the implications, relevance and
significance of educational opportunity developments and achievements at the Boston
Campus will be examined for their potential value and use by other contemporary public
universities.
Chapter II will focus on the early years, 1964-1971, of the university and the
initiation of the first educational opportunity program-Upward Bound. The first five years
were a time where faculty and administrators worked hard to implement the mission of the
university. Chapter III focuses on the middle period, 1972-1983, which was a time of
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introspection for the university. Attention shifted from the urban public mission of the
university to the quality and quantity of academic programs. Three educational opportunity
programs were initiated: Veteran’s Upward Bound, Special Services, and Urban Scholars.
Chapter IV will examine the mature period, 1984-1990. This period was a time of stability
and growth for the university and its educational opportunity programs. Three programs
were created, Talent Search, the McNair Post-baccalaureate Achievement Program, and the
Upward Bound Math/Science Initiative.
UMass/Boston as an Urban Public University
The founders of the University of Massachusetts at Boston and the authors of the
first Upward Bound application believed that the urban public parts of the university’s
mission were consistent with the mission of the traditional university. What did it mean to
be an urban public university? Formal definitions of the urban oriented university are
difficult to find in the literature. In tracing through the literature, however, there is ample
evidence to surmise that the logical progenitor to the urban university was the municipal
university. Municipal universities were supported in part by local taxation and
administered by a local governing board. Their mission, role and unique feature was to
serve a predominately urban population. In 1962, the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare in their 1960-1961 education directory listed 314 institutions under
district or city control. Municipal universities, however, while being in the city, were not
Of the city. While meeting important functions in urban settings, it appears that municipal

universities were not dynamic enough to adapt to the changing demographic, economic and
political realities of the cities in which they were located. As a result, they were
overshadowed by more dynamic urban competitors or, in some instances, they opted to
serve the needs of more traditional students. It is clear, however, that the changing
dynamics of the cities in which they were located forced the historic municipal university to
adapt and refocus its goals and objectives.
7

"Contemporary public urban universities do not exist in a vacuum," (Whitaker,
1984, p.l) they are complex, confounding and critically important institutions. Their
uniqueness as institutions evolves from their efforts to understand and reconcile the
conflicts that emerge as a result of fulfilling their targeted mission statements while at the
same time maintaining allegiance and fidelity to the scholarly endeavors generally
associated with the traditional research university. Service to the former dictates that the
institution advance progressive strategies and innovative programs to identify, recruit and
educate historically under represented students, especially minorities and low income
students; attention to the latter compels the institution to compete for a place in the
community of high status, well-endowed, research-oriented universities. These often
divergent institutional dynamics fuel competing pulls within the institution and provoke
varying responses from the diverse internal and external constituencies who make up and
support public urban universities.
As a uniquely modem American institution, the public urban university is not
exempt from the residual legacy of institutionalized racism and class based elitism which
have served important societal functions since the founding of the nation. Indeed, until the
Brown decision, only thirty six years ago, race based separation in American society was
virtually universal and boldly defended by public officials and by both independent and
public higher education leaders in America. It is now widely recognized that contemporary
universities must more directly serve the citizens who, because of their race or economic
condition, were historically denied access to an equal educational opportunity; and hence,
were denied full participation in American society.
Henry I. Heald (1954) Chancellor of New York University provides a broad definition of
the theoretical orientation, academic mission and public role of a urban oriented university:
Urban institutions are located in cities, most of the students live at home and
commute to classes. The direct service of these institutions to their
communities and to society in general is their hallmark. More than any
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other force in America they have brought education to the people... The rise
and growth of the urban institution in the past quarter of a century has been
phenomenal. Urban institutions have broadened the base of higher
education and helped make a democratic dream come true for thousands of
youth.
Cafferty & Spagenberg (1983) define the urban university as an institution in the
central city whose educational mission whether by charter or default was to serve the city’s
people, (p. 5) In distinguishing between institutions merely located in urban areas and
those who by the nature of their unique mission are characterized as urban oriented
universities, Rudnick (1983) expands the definition of an urban university to include the
following characteristics:
Urban oriented universities are located in the inner sections of large
metropolitan areas. In light of their stated mission and as an outgrowth of
the urban communities from which they recruit most of their students, urban
oriented universities are fundamentally service oriented. They are usually
non-residential and geared towards providing higher education services for
local populations. Most urban oriented universities are not regarded as
highly prestigious in academic, economic and cultural circles, although there
are notable exceptions. Their student populations vary in age, attendance
patterns and educational needs. The students include a higher proportion of
working adults, minorities, poor people, individuals with low and
frequently inadequate preparedness and person's whose native language is
not English. Their standards for admission tend not to be as restrictive and
highly selective as other types of universities, (p. 15)
Corrigan (1981) specified that the characteristics most frequently examined in
relationship to urban universities are access, governance structures and the relationships,
where appropriate, to main land grant campuses. He indicated that it was generally
accepted that the urban university attracts a student body which is older, more ethnically
diverse; with a higher proportion of working part-time students who live off campus and
are self-supportive. (198l,p. 1) Corrigan suggests that the idea of the university serving ill
prepared students is a general phenomena in higher education with the possible exception
of a handful of highly selective liberal arts colleges and universities which negate the
problem through rigorous admission policies. (1981, p. 2) The urban oriented university,
for Corrigan, is one which has a real sense of urban mission, and is led by a lay board and
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an enlightened president who understands the relationship of the university to the city.
Corrigan identifies five programmatic characteristics found in urban universities. These
include:
1.

A comprehensive liberal arts program underpinning broadening the
professional schools.

2.

A range of professional schools v/hich are reflective of the particular
economic interests of the area.

3.

A pronounced emphasis on graduate education.

4.

Programs in community service and/or special institutes and centers which
perform these services consistent with their institutional mandate.

5.

A wide range of compensatory educations programs focused on basic skills
development.

Thus, as an urban public university the University of Massachusetts is deeply
committed to serving the community in which it finds itself. As a university,
UMass/Boston is also committed to scholarship and teaching ideals of the traditional
university.
Limitations and Exclusions
Due to the complex nature of the issues which surface when one considers the
historic relationship between race, class and equal educational opportunity, it is important,
to the extent possible, to clearly limit the parameters of inquiry so that the primary focus of
the study is not lost in the analysis of other intriguing though less critical issues. With
specific regard to the University of Massachusetts at Boston, the central focus of this study
will limit itself to an historic analysis of the events and activities which gave rise to the
planning and development of educational opportunity programs for minority, low income
and first generation college students. Except to lend historical accuracy to the nature and
extent of institutional and community race relations at the time, this study will not be a
social science research study about patterns of racial dominance and subordination within
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the university, nor will this study seek to provide a detailed discussion of the broader topic
of intergroup conflict and resolution in the city itself.
However, just as an understanding of race relations is essential to comprehending
American history, it is equally true that without at least a rudimentary understanding of race
relations in Boston, one cannot begin to understand how and why educational opportunity
programs grew and flourished at the University of Massachusetts at Boston. This broader
topic, race relations in Boston, has received much recent scholarly attention. Blackwell and
Hart, to mention two prominent social scientists, in their study, Race Relations in Boston:
Institutional Neglect. Turmoil and Change state:
The darker side of this other Boston is rooted in a history of ethnic conflict
and neighborhood segregation. For the most part, Boston's neighborhoods
evolved as racial or ethnic enclaves with a distorted sense of territoriality.
These neighborhoods are like turfs that may be off limits to those who are
racially or ethnically different from the majority population. Fear and
suspicion of "outsiders" prevail in most Boston communities regardless of
racial and ethnic composition. Consequently, it becomes very difficult for
individual residents to establish extra-community networks because they are
bound by an ethic of loyalty to their own locale. This situation spawns
racial isolation, separation, animosities, strife and misunderstandings,
intransigence with regard to outreach activities of an inter-racial nature, and
rears about themselves or of their interaction with people from 'the outside'.
(Blackwell and Hart, page 2)
Similarly, in his book Chain of Change. Mel King (1981) chronicles the 350 year
struggle of blacks in Boston from slavery to the present-day institution-building and
community development era. King reminds us that "whether discussing Prince Hall's
attempts to petition the Massachusetts Legislature on behalf of black citizens in Boston in
1787 up to the formation of the Boston Peoples Organization in 1979 and 1980, struggle
and racial conflict have been a norm in the City of Boston." (King, p.36)
Furthermore, while there are many distinguishing characteristics which are unique
to both the modem university and the public urban university—the diversity of curriculum,
the provision of time and resources to the faculty for research, the increased focus on
graduate training, an emphasis on the method of scientific inquiry, and the awarding of the
11

Ph D. degree-this study will not seek to add to the already rich body of knowledge which
addresses these topics. Rather, this study will specifically examine and chronicle the
major policies, programs, conflicts and controversies which impacted on the development
of educational opportunity programs at the University of Massachusetts at Boston.
Another limiting factor in this case study which must not be overlooked is that the
events under review span a twenty-five year period. During the period studied, local and
national political parties have changed, international relations and geo-political balances
have dramatically shifted. In this country public sentiment has shifted from concern with
civil and human rights in the late sixties, to conspicuous consumption in the mid-eighties,
to environmental and economic realities in the early nineties. These shifts in attitude have
had profound impact on educational opportunity programs as well. For example,
educational opportunity programs once viewed by the President and Congress as
fundamental building blocks in the federal strategy for equity and pluralism in American
life, are not viewed by both branches of government in the same way today. The Executive
branch of government, particularly during the Reagan era, has portrayed these programs as
special interest programs which are of dubious quality and value. These programs, so
defined by conservative spokesmen in the Reagan White House during the last decade,
have been labeled as costly financial outflows which disproportionately contribute to the
staggering federal deficit. During this same time period, Congress has relentlessly fought
with the White House for not just the maintenance, but the expansion of these programs
which they view as being critically important programs which should be invested in to
secure for the future growth and stability of the nation.
While reviewing programs over such an extended span of time is, indeed, a
limitation, it is important for a number of reasons that such studies be undertaken. First, in
conducting such historic reviews, we are better able to understand how, over time and in
the light of changing political, economic and public perceptions, efforts to promote equal
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educational opportunity have progressed. Second, these studies allow us to observe, study
and chronicle the changing nature of the public policy process itself. Viewed from the
historic perspective, we can see that the public policy process is affected by unanticipated
and sometimes random historical forces. Yet, even so, we can historically map the critical
path of each of these programs as they wind their way through the University structure and
become programmatic offerings serving specific client populations. Finally, such historic
studies enable us to observe and study how changing economic and political dynamics at
the community based level influence interest and provoke demand for educational
opportunity programs at the university level.
Procedures
This study will be a qualitative rather that a quantitative study of the development
of educational opportunity programs at the University of Massachusetts at Boston. The
author is a close observer of this development as he has been integrally involved with the
programs since 1968. Questions of objectivity, bias, and the facts arise because of this
proximity to the information under analysis. However, as Carr (1962) notes, this problem
of point of view is a problem in any historical study.
Our examination of the relation of the historian to the facts of history finds
us, therefore, in an apparently precarious situation, navigating delicately
between the Scylla of an untenable theory of history as an objective
compilation of facts, of unqualified primacy of the fact over interpretation,
and the Charybdis of an equally untenable theory of history as the subjective
product of the mind of the historian who established the facts of history and
masters them through the process of interpretation, (pp. 33-34)
Barzun and Graff (1970) argue that this problem can be resolved by the provision
of extensive and persuasive documentation. They go on to say that the historians
conclusions must be reasonable, the sources verified and the material presented with a
critical eye. (p. 146)
This historical study is a compilation of extensive written documentation.
Fortunately, the figures who contributed to the development of educational opportunity
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programs at the University of Massachusetts at Boston were productive scholars and active
community leaders who left rich historical materials which chronicle, with considerable
detail and accuracy, the events of the last two decades. Thus, the archival records of
UMass/Boston administrative offices and the programs themselves provided a wealth of
anecdotal information, data and information drawn from minutes of meetings, personal
notes, electronic and print media accounting, and reports, manuscripts and proposals
written on or about the topic and the period of time under analysis. From these materials a
reasonable picture of the factors which gave rise to the educational opportunity programs at
UMass/Boston can be drawn.
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CHAPTER II
THE EARLY YEARS: 1964-1971
Thus out of small beginnings greater things have been produced... and as one small
candle may light a thousand, so the light here kindled hath shone unto many."
—William Bradford, Of Plymouth Plantation
(1620)
"

The Founding of the University of Massachusetts at Boston
The history of the development of educational opportunity programs at the
University of Massachusetts at Boston, to be understood, cannot be separated from the
time and place in which the University was founded. The early 60's were an extraordinary
time in the life of the country.
In August of 1963, not more than ten blocks from the White House, more than
250,000 Americans bore witness with Dr. Martin Luther King as he "preached" his
immortal "I Have a Dream" address at the foot of the Lincoln Memorial. Barely 100 days
later, the euphoria of King's vision, along with the promise and prospect of the New
Frontier for America, was shattered in Dallas with the savage assassination of the dynamic
young president from Massachusetts, John F. Kennedy.
Less than forty-five days following the Kennedy assassination, in January of 1964,
President Lyndon B. Johnson would call for a "war on poverty." President Johnson, who
would champion landmark legislation for poor and minority Americans, would later find
himself undone by tragic events unfolding in Southeast Asia. But, in 1964, it was
Johnson's drive to create his "Great Society" which pushed the Civil Rights Act of July
1964 and the Economic Opportunity Act of August 1964 into law. One of two
monumental pieces of law, the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 had a profound impact
on the University of Massachusetts at Boston.
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In step with the aspirations and dreams espoused by King and set in motion by
Kennedy and Johnson, the President of the University of Massachusetts, John W. Lederle,
testified before a legislative committee in Boston, in April of 1964, that more than 8,000
eligible applicants seeking admission as freshman for fall of 1964 would be denied
admission to the University of Massachusetts at Amherst--then the only branch of the
University. "The University stands ready," said Lederle, invoking the Supreme Court's
language in Brown v. Board of Education, "to move with all deliberate speed in
establishing the Boston program.... For the 1,000 students to be admitted in 1965, and for
the many thousands who will come in the future, the Commonwealth's action... will stand
as dramatic proof that Massachusetts indeed cares deeply for her youth.” (Lederle, 1964)
Within days of Lederle’s address, State Senate President Maurice Donahue of
Holyoke, Senator George Kenneally of Boston, and Representative Robert Quinn of
Boston sheperded a bill through the legislature authorizing the establishment of a new
branch of the University of Massachusetts-the University of Massachusetts at Boston.
Chapter 562 provided for the establishment of UMass/Boston in or near Boston,
Whereas, the deferred operation of this act would tend to defeat its purpose,
which is, in part, to provide forthwith urgently needed facilities for students
residing in or near the city of Boston to attend the University of
Massachusetts, therefore it is hereby declared to be an emergency law,
necessary for the immediate preservation of the public convenience. Be it
enacted bv the Senate and House of Representatives in General Court
assembled, and bv authority of the same, as follows:
SECTION 1. A branch of the university shall be established at such place
in or in the vicinity of the city of Boston as the trustees may deem conducive
to the accomplishment of the aforesaid purposes and shall be there
maintained so long as the trustees may deem necessary and desirable.
SECTION 2. There is hereby appropriated from the General Fund,... for
the purposes hereinafter set forth the following sum: $200,000.00.
On June 18, 1964, Governor Endicott Peabody signed the bill into law, and the
University of Massachusetts at Boston became a legal entity. Finally, 101 years following
the establishment of the Amherst campus, and 99 years following President Lincoln's
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signing of the Emancipation Proclamation, a public urban university in Boston was created
to serve urban students who could not gain admission to the public University at Amherst
or to private institutions in the city of Boston.
President Lederle established a four person task force of Amherst faculty and
administrators and empowered them to oversee the planning process for the Boston branch
of the University.
Professors had to be recruited, potential students screened and accepted,
temporary buildings found, library and laboratory resources established,
curriculum devised, administrative structures set up: all in time for the class
of 1969 to be entered as freshman in September of 1965. A consulting firm
examined several temporary sites in downtown Boston and recommended
purchase of the Consolidated Gas Company building at the comer of Stuart
and Arlington Streets in the Park Square area. (Chancellor Report, 1984, p.
14)
President Lederle recruited Professor Arthur Gentile of the Amherst Botany department to
seek out likely candidates in the physical sciences, and Paul Gagnon, who later plays an
important role in the development of the Upward Bound Program, was recruited from the
Amherst History Department to identify faculty for the humanities and social sciences.
Between Gentile and Gagnon, more than 600 faculty were identified to fill forty to fifty
positions.
While the search for dynamic faculty was progressing, the Admissions Office at
Amherst was energetically engaged in recruiting students. Mr. Donald Costello, who
would later serve with great distinction as the first Admissions Director for the Boston
Campus, visited schools throughout the city and metropolitan area. Additionally, Costello,
with the assistance of two divisions chairs, Ryan and Gagnon, initiated a number of
innovative steps to identify non-traditional students—students who, without special
recruitment efforts, would never find themselves at the new university. As reported in an
undated document found in the University archives,
Our first step was to discuss our interest in qualified but economically
deprived students with Dr. Ohrenberger, the Superintendent of Boston
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Schools, who, in turn, described our project to the high school counselors.
In some cases the counselors were very helpful in spite of the work load
facing them; we received many applications this way. More fruitful were
our talks with social workers, settlement house workers, ministers, civil
rights workers, teachers, delinquency prevention workers, employment
counselors and others who were known to have an interest in young people.
Students began to apply in response to our effort. (Faculty Report, Author
Unknown, September 23, 1965, p.2)
From a pool in excess of 2,200 applicants, Costello admitted 1,227 students to the first
class. Of this number, twenty-seven were deemed to be special admission students who
gained entry to the university because Costello, Ryan and Gagnon, "applied an admissions
policy in which we placed more emphasis than usual on interviews, recommendations and
experience outside of school or since graduating from high school." Of the twenty-seven,
over one-half of the students recruited were Negro; almost all were from the inner city."
(Faculty Report, Author Unknown, September 23, 1965, p. 2)
When students arrived at the Park Square campus in September of 1965, they
found the faculty divided into three distinct units. The Division of Social Sciences headed
by Professor Gagnon, a Division of the Humanities headed by Professor Alvan Ryan, and
a Physical Sciences Division headed by Professor Ernest Becker.
As stated earlier, professor Gagnon, would go on to play an important role in the
future development of the Upward Bound Program, since he would later become the first
Dean of the Faculty at the Boston campus. In this capacity, Professor Gagnon would be
called upon to clear away administrative barriers and to facilitate the integration of the
Upward Bound Program into the mainstream of the university setting. Professor Becker,
also, would turn out to play an important role in the early establishment of the Upward
Bound Program. In August of 1966, he would be called upon to lead the Policy
Committee for the Program. And Professor Ryan with Donald Costello, played a
pioneering role in broadening the scope of materials reviewed in rendering admissions

18

decisions to the new university and in establishing a system of evaluation for nontraditional
students who sought admission to the new campus.
Meanwhile, President Lederle, in an effort to provide strong leadership to the
fledgling university, called upon one of his own former Amherst assistants to be its first
Chancellor. In October of 1965, John W. Ryan, Vice President at Arizona State
University, left the sunbelt to return to the chilling realities of the University of
Massachusetts at Boston.
In the Chancellor's Message at the first faculty and student convocation at the
University of Massachusetts at Boston on September 23, 1965, Dr. Ryan advanced his
vision for the Boston campus, and with his remarks, the stage was set for the submission
and establishment of the University of Massachusetts Upward Bound Program some six
months later. In his address, Dr. Ryan said:
A public university must offer education to students who cannot for
economic or social reasons ordinarily go beyond high school. This is a
special and primary burden. It requires of us not less but more concentration
on the art of teaching, and a faculty, a curriculum, and a working intellectual
atmosphere equal to those of the best private colleges. Unless a public
university offers these, it will perpetuate a class system of education
according to income and social advantage.
Nor is this all. Despite the avalanche of numbers expected in the coming
years, this new university will not be satisfied with accepting only those
students who apply on their own initiative. We will seek out, and help
support, those young people whose race, or recent immigration, or
depressed economic status, denies them higher education and even the
expectation of it. We will seek to improve education for all, from pre¬
schoolers to adults. (Ryan, 1965, p. 9)
Both faculty and students were drawn to Chancellor Ryan, and his words were "received
with great enthusiasm, and with an awareness that the aims and ideas, burdens and duties
of which he spoke would require maturity and commitment on our part." (Faculty Report,
Author Unknown, 1965, p. 7)
Had not the faculty been so committed to his new vision and new academic
challenges or had the students not been so genuinely sincere and dedicated to their pursuit

19

of an education, it is doubtful the campus could have endured the pressures and
uncertainties of those early years. Yet, as one professor expressed it,
More and more, we have begun to feel that we are part of a great venture.
The University of Massachusetts in Boston can make a significant
difference to the people of this city, particularly the poor. For, we are
aiming at more than softening the blow of poverty—we are aiming at
providing the way out: education. (Faculty Report, Author Unknown,
1965, p. 2)
Far greater than any concerns the faculty might have held concerning the location of the
campus or the SAT scores of their students was their excitement and enthusiasm about
creating a new university with the goal of providing an education of high quality to students
who could not afford one otherwise.
Not too many months following the opening of school, however, several faculty
members saw the need to hastily organize study groups, tutorial sessions and other student
support services to assist students who were having difficulty surviving the rigors of
academic life at the Boston campus. Correspondence between faculty identified "serious
problems" and they quickly recognized that many of the students, while genuinely
interested in a university education, "were not prepared for college because of courses they
had studied in high school. Some students were in programs which substituted business
math for algebra and business English for college English." (Faculty Report, 1965, p. 6)
So, while the Boston campus was willing to serve the diverse students found in the
city of Boston, they were not well prepared to meet the needs of this diverse student
population. They had not well anticipated the scope of the issues these students would
bring to the campus, nor had they prepared for the type of specific problems faculty would
subsequently identify.
These concerns were presented in a 1965 faculty report which summarized some of
the specific problems faculty encountered during their first year at the campus. The report
contained anecdotal insights and other observations which the faculty had gained over the
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course of the first year of teaching. In one case, a faculty member offered a philosophical
impression about UMass/Boston student attitudes, he opined,
A student who has considered college an impossibility for financial reasons,
has not prepared for it in most cases. He has probably been advised to try
to become a skilled worker, a clerk or typist. Those students who have
taken some academic courses, by chance, are usually deficient in one major
area and usually in more than one area. (Faculty Report, p. 6)
Another said, "Many of these students are motivated toward general or professional goals.
It is difficult for them to convert this general motivation into specific motivation toward
learning various subjects which may have no relation to the overall goal." (Faculty Report,
p. 6) Still another added, "Most of these students, in addition, do not know how to study.
Many cannot read either fast enough or with comprehension." (Faculty Report, p. 6)
Beyond the academic and general skill deficiencies, faculty also recognized that
many of the students had differing expectations and personal feelings about the university.
While they recognized that there were general problems associated with the freshman year
experience, they could see that the trauma of many of their entering students was
particularly acute, "students were reluctant to come forward to ask for help; some felt
isolated and alone in class and often would not interact in class discussions or class
projects; many suffered from fear of failure itself.” Faculty Report, 1965, p. 5)
In reading through the many letters, memos, and minutes from faculty meetings and
reviewing other documents in the archives, it is clear that faculty and administrators were
genuinely concerned as to what steps and strategies would best equip the university to meet
the needs of low income and disadvantaged students enrolled at the university. It was clear
that remediation at the university level was having marginal impact. Yet, faculty knew that
the mission of the Boston campus and their own academic goal was to make education
available to the very students who were struggling to maintain a place in their classrooms.
To address this dilemma, one group of faculty concluded, "If we are to continue admitting
students who would not otherwise go to college, and especially if we are to increase the
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number of these students admitted, we must have a summer program of supplementary
education prior to the freshman year.” (Faculty Report, 1965, p. 11)
Promoting access, diversity, and educational opportunities for minority and lowincome students, involving diverse community based participation in the academic
undertaking of the university and challenging faculty to rethink what and how they teach all
converged with the opening of UMass/Boston. Successfully negotiating its way through
these complexities proved to be a formidable task. Yet the university was undaunted by the
challenge. In the spirit on the most ingenious academic entrepreneurs in the city, they set
out to enlist the resources and support of any and all programs that could provide them with
the financial support and programmatic guidance necessary to meet the needs of their
enrolled students.
Upward Bound
Upward Bound, and the programs that followed it, were ideally suited to the
mission as originally defined for the Boston campus. The ideals and issues articulated in
the Upward Bound proposal submitted in February of 1965 were directly linked to the
vision articulated by President Ryan and the faculty he joined in opening the campus. An
in-depth review of the first Upward Bound program proposal will provide a clear and
focused perspective on the thinking of faculty and the direction in which the university was
heading in 1965.
On February 25, 1965, a proposal was mailed to the U. S. Office of Economic
Opportunity (OEO) seeking funding for the University of Massachusetts at Boston Upward
Bound Program. While it is not precisely documented in the proposal itself or in the extant
materials who the primary authors of the first Upward Bound proposal were, the original
document was found in the archives of the university. From it, we were able to gain
valuable information concerning a number of individuals who participated in the
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development of the proposal, and we were able to gain a clear perspective on the proposed
purpose, programmatic methods and general objectives of the Upward Bound Program.
It is clear from the various materials in the archives that the faculty and staff who
developed the University of Massachusetts Upward Bound project application did so in
response to application guidelines issued by the Office of Economic Opportunity in 1965.
In the fall of 1965, OEO nationally distributed a detailed set of application guidelines to all
institutions and agencies seeking funding for an Upward Bound Program. The guidelines
provided applicants with background information on Upward Bound and with the
application criteria necessary for an Upward Bound Program proposal submission. The
guidelines began with a Statement of Purpose which maintained that.
Project Upward Bound is designed to give more youngsters from lowincome families an opportunity for post-high school education. It should
act to remedy poor preparation and motivation in secondary school and thus
increase a youngster's promise for acceptance and success in a college
environment. In brief, it is a pre-college preparatory program designed to
generate the skills and motivation necessary for college success among
young people from low-income backgrounds and inadequate secondary
school preparation. (Upward Bound Program Guidelines, O.E., p.l)
To help guide applicants in formulating goals and objectives for their submissions,
the guidelines went on to provide applicants with evaluative information on the 18 pilot
Upward Bound Programs which OEO supported in the summer of 1965. Funded, in part,
as a learning experience for OEO, it was the agency’s belief that, when fully evaluated, the
projects would show demonstrable benefits for the young people who participated in them.
OEO concluded from its preliminary evaluation of the pilot programs that:
A student with a normal, functional intelligence can, with special
encouragement and increased motivation, succeed in college; that a major
feature of such success is a student's sense that somebody cares about him;
that for success most Upward Bound students need a sharply improved selfimage; that in order not to lose the "ripple effect" of an Upward Bound
project, local school systems must be effectively engaged. (OEO
Application Guidelines, 1965, p. 1)
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OEO hoped that the effective practices developed in the Upward Bound projects would be
institutionalized in the total educational system. The guidelines went on to say that Upward
Bound projects were not required to offer the same courses that the participants had in
regular school and that, in fact, teachers should be hired who represented diverse
backgrounds and who utilized innovative methodologies. OEO also felt that it was
important for educational reasons that the students selected for Upward Bound represent a
variety of racial and ethnic backgrounds. Finally, OEO concluded, based on their
experience with the pilot projects, that residential summer projects are superior to
commuting projects. (OEO guidelines, p. 2)
In terms of student eligibility and selection, the guidelines stipulated that projects
should recruit students who had completed their sophomore or junior year in high school
who “meet the family income requirements and who have potential for successful college
work, but whose level of achievement and/or motivation would seem to preclude their
acceptance and success in an accredited college or university.” (OEO Guidelines, p. 2)
OEO made it clear that they expected institutions to work with selected students throughout
their tenure in high school and that applications should contain plans for subsequent years
utilizing experience gained in the initial project. (OEO Guidelines, p. 2)
In addition to the points outlined above, the guidelines emphasized the importance
of non-discrimination in Upward Bound programs, “[n]o factor is more detrimental to the
achievement of the goals of Upward Bound than segregated education. OEO will insists on
full compliance with all applicable non-discrimination policies and conditions.”(OEO
Guidelines, p. 3) The guidelines went on to say that OEO would take whatever steps
necessary, “including termination of grants and suits to recover funds previously released,”
(OEO Guidelines, p. 3) against institutions which failed to comply. The guidelines made it
clear that the non-discrimination policy applied to all aspects of a project including classes
and activities, living arrangements, and staff and student selection. (OEO Guidelines, p. 3)
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That UMass/Boston was willing to submit an application for an Upward Bound
Program just sixteen months following the admittance of its first entering class speaks
clearly to the early complexities confronted by the university and the institution’s
willingness to confront these complexities. The speed with which the faculty and
administration responded to the special problems of low-income and minority students and
the communities from which they came is commendable.
In analyzing the Upward Bound proposal, it is clear that the university recognized
that to successfully recruit and educate low-income and minority students, it had to broaden
its base of involvement with community based groups and organizations. In response to
this need, the first line in the narrative section of the Upward Bound proposal of 1965
states, "Maximum participation in the program on the part of residents in Boston's low
income areas and assurance that the program's opportunities are available to all youths,
however 'difficult', are among the major aims of this undertaking." (UB Proposal, p. 4)
The proposal then listed the nine organizations that agreed to "join with the public and
private schools in the work of identifying and selecting Upward Bound candidates." (UB
Proposal, p. 2) Many of the groups and individuals who were a part of this first effort
emerge as significant players in the development of other educational opportunity programs
in the city and many would also become major educational policy makers.
The twelve groups who signed on to assist in the development of the program were:
Freedom House, Northern Student Movement, St. Ann's Episcopal Church, South End
Settlement House, St. Mark's Social Center, Denison House, the Urban School, NAACP
Education and Counseling Committee, Shaw House, Norfolk House, Youth Activities
Bureau, and Roxbury Multi-Service Center. These organizations and agencies were all
located in the target neighborhoods and had expanding opportunities for poor people as a
central part of their mission. They offered services ranging from civil rights work and
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fundraising for community development to tutoring, recreation, counseling and other youth
work activities. (UB Proposal, p. 3)
In addition to these groups and agencies, the proposal also indicated that it would
provide for even broader levels of community support by establishing an Upward Bound
Advisory Committee. In an ironic testament to the times, they said, "The following Negro
and White community leaders have been invited to serve on this committee: Ruth Batson,
Director of the Massachusetts Commission vs. Discrimination, the Rev. Roger P.
Cleveland of Grace Church in East Boston, the Very Rev. Mnsigr. Russell Collins, of St.
Joseph's Catholic Church in Roxbury, Roland Lathom, employment counselor at the
Roxbury Multi-Service Center, John Kilroy, guidance counselor at Charlestown High
School, the Rev. Hugh Findley, of St. Ann's Episcopal Church in Roxbury, Gladys
Guson, guidance counselor at South End Settlement House, and Paul Parks, member of
the Advisory Committee to the Board of Education and chairman of the NAACP Education
Committee. Rounding out the Advisory Committee were Hazel McFerson and Livaugn
Chapman. (UB Proposal, p. 6) At the time of the proposal submission there were no
parent members of the Committee, however, the authors notified OEO that, "we are in the
process of adding to the Committee five parents of high school students whom we
anticipate will be in the Upward Bound Program." (UB Proposal, p. 1)
Drawing on the knowledge gained in addressing problems faced by minority and
economically disadvantaged students in the first freshman class. The authors of the
proposal went on to say,
...these students encountered serious academic difficulties in the first
semester. Our experience with these students has convinced us that more
work must be done to prepare the disadvantaged high school student for
college while he is still in the 10th and 11th grades. We are therefore deeply
interested in the Upward Bound Program. (UB Proposal, p. 10)
The proposal explained that because tuition at the university was so low, $200 per year, it
was reasonable to expect that more low income and minority students would enroll in the
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future. The granting of the funds necessary to operate an Upward Bound Program, it was
argued, would "help us to prepare them for matriculation. Moreover, by bringing 10th and
11th graders to our non-residential campus we will be preparing them realistically for the
college most of them are likely to attend." (UB Proposal, p. 11)
The proposal identified three goals which the Upward Bound Program would seek
to achieve: “to introduce the student to college life, to make him aware of the importance of
a college education to his future, and to generate within him the excitement of dealing with
abstract ideas and the desire to master skills necessary to cope with these ideas at the level
of sophistication demanded by college.” (UB Proposal, p.12) In response to the question
which asked applicants to discuss what methods would be used to achieve these goals, the
authors said they were, "planning to have a discussion course in contemporary ideas,
whose sessions will be open-ended, and another course of instruction in verbal skills, both
oral and written." (UP Proposal, p. 14) The proposed program did not emphasize the
teaching of mathematics. In fact, the authors proposed that the, "limited program in
mathematics emphasizes simple mathematical skills and the logic of mathematics.
Mathematical thinking will receive as much stress as mathematical manipulations." (UB
Proposal, p. 15) To ensure that enrolled Upward Bound students would receive ongoing
support from the program, the authors said that,
Follow-up of the students will be maintained throughout the remaining high
school years and, for those who matriculate here, throughout the four years
of college, (emphasis added) The college follow-up is not dependent upon
outside budget support since the University's interest in this kind of student
coincides with that of Upward Bound. (UB Proposal, p. 18)
In a concluding statement of this section, the authors crafted a statement which
powerfully positioned the Upward Bound Program at the University,
We expect that participation in this program will make all of the students
involved eligible for the University. The student who fulfills the
requirements of this program will be adjudged by the Admissions
Committee to present the necessary qualifications for admission. (UB
Proposal, p. 18)
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In these two simple sentences the Upward Bound Program was granted independent
authority to offer successful graduates of the program admission to the university based on
criteria set by the Upward Bound Program itself. To this day, the authority to admit
students who successfully complete Upward Bound and other educational opportunity
programs on campus continues. This principle, tested over the years, has proven to be
one of the most profound and important elements of the first program proposal and,
interestingly, it proved to be a forward-looking principle which would contribute to the
independence and strength of future educational opportunity programs at UMass/Boston.
The proposal next concerned itself with staffing; the qualifications, personal
attributes, and programmatic responsibilities of key personnel. The program, as proposed,
would have a broad spectrum of staff. A vocational counselor to "meet with each of the
students individually to discuss opportunities for part-time summer jobs as well as longer
range vocational goals." (UB Proposal, p. 21) Two other counselors, "one trained in
clinical psychology and the other in social work, will be available to each of the participants
and his family." (UP Proposal, p. 21) The program would also have student counselors
who would be employed to "encourage student participation in both the academic and nonacademic segments of the program.” (UB Proposal, p. 21)
Rounding out the staff were the teaching personnel. The proposal spoke forcefully
on the importance of the teaching staff in the Upward Bound Program. In fact it stated
directly that, "we know that no matter how good a design may be, it is of no value without
good teachers." (UP Proposal, p. 21) For the UMass/Boston Program, the teaching staff
would be "recruited on the basis of talent and competence to reach the students." The
proposal further stated that, “we want superior teachers; we will be fully as interested in
personal credentials as in academic credentials. We believe that the beginning of real
education occurs at the personal level. A sincere interest in the program and the program's
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goals will be a key determinant in staff selection.” (UB Proposal, p. 22) In addition to the
positions listed above, the Upward Bound staff would also include an administrative
assistant and a full-time nurse.
The most critical staff position described in the proposal was the Project Director.
This position, as defined, was the hub around which all the parts of the wheel would
revolve. The Project Director was to have broad powers and responsibility for "all aspects
of the program, including coordination with community resources, other Upward Bound
Programs, and the follow-up phase." (UB Proposal, p. 19) S/he was also directly
responsible for the recruitment and supervision of faculty, staff, students, and counselors,
managing the budget, consulting with the Advisory Committee, routinely meeting with the
Project staff, and publicizing and developing support for the Upward Bound Program,
especially in the community.
Attached to the proposal were the resumes of the three men who would become the
first Upward Bound Program’s central staff. Leonard Weiner was slated to be the Project
Director. Weiner was an assistant professor in the Psychology Department. He received
his Ph. D. in 1965, the year before the proposal was submitted and he had five years of
teaching experience at Boston University’s Sargent College.
John D. O'Bryant, Vocational Counselor, received his baccalaureate and masters
degrees from Boston University. Both degrees were in education and, at the time of the
proposal submission, he had been teaching at Boston Technical High School for ten years.
O’Bryant was and continues to be highly involved in community and civic affairs. He has
become one of Boston's most important and influential education policy makers.
Cornel Eaton, Administrative Assistant, was Director of the Boston Action Group
in 1965. Mr. Eaton was, according to his resume, a middle school drop out, an ex-prize
fighter, and a former dock worker who, "as a result of his involvement in the Wonder
bread boycott of the mid-sixties," went on to become actively involved in the civil rights
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movement. His background experiences, it appears, led the authors to believe he would
have the type of "street smarts" useful for working with poor, low income and minority
students.
The last section of the proposal dealt with the details of the daily course schedule.
The proposal cautioned that it was designed to "maintain fluidity in our course plan, so that
teachers can act with freedom according to their own insights and react creatively to student
challenges as they arise in the classroom” (UB Proposal, p. 23) The over-all Upward
Bound Program model called for a six week summer academic program, followed by a less
rigorous academic year program. In the summer program, the first half of each morning, 910:15 am was reserved for the study of contemporary life "as revealed in diverse media:
literature and the arts, the press, and stage, the movies and television." One hour weekly
was reserved for a drama workshop. The second session of the morning, 10:30-12 noon,
following a mid-morning refreshment break, "[was] devoted to developmental reading and
practice of verbal skills.” (UB Proposal, p. 23)
During the academic year component, the Upward Bound staff would maintain,
"contact with the students by means of the winter program, and with high school personnel
through regularly scheduled monthly meetings." (UB Proposal, p. 24) During the winter
program, Upward Bound students were expected to participate in weekly discussion
groups, verbal skill classes, and individualized tutorial sessions. To further expose them to
challenges of academic life at the university, the program also offered a foreign film series,
a faculty speakers forum and steps were taken to ensure that regularly enrolled students at
the University routinely visited and interacted with Upward Bound students.
With speed uncharacteristic of most federal agencies, two months following the
submission of the proposal, President Ryan received a signed letter from OEO's chief
operating officer, Sargent Shriver, notifying the university that the UMass/Boston Upward
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Bound Program was recommended for a $154,360 grant to serve 75 students and that the
university could expect to begin operating in the summer of 1966.
The Upward Bound Project proved to be a major test for the University of
Massachusetts at Boston, challenging the faculty who would teach in the program, the
senior administrators who supported the program, and, ultimately, the university itself.
The university was frequently asked to defend its innovative collaboration with urban
secondary schools and its aggressive outreach activities which focused on minorities and
low-income community based agencies. Many of the issues, problems and concerns which
arose with the implementation of the Upward Bound Project in 1966 are not vastly different
from the problems we face today at the University. Indeed, one of the most significant
insights to be derived from this study is the that while the University of Massachusetts at
Boston has made progress in advancing equal educational opportunities for low income,
minority, and disadvantaged students, these programs have not had as broad an impact on
society and on the overall institution as we might desire.
Clearly important strides have been made in addressing the needs of underserved
students. The programs and initiatives which are discussed in this dissertation all speak to
major innovations in the delivery of educational services and support to low income,
minority and disadvantaged students. Similarly, the collaborations and advances in
cooperation between the University, secondary schools, community based agencies and
corporate and philanthropic agencies discussed herein are important achievements which
demonstrate the university's continuing interest and commitment to these programs and to
the advancement of greater educational opportunities for nontraditional students.
Yet, even in the face of these noteworthy achievements, the university still
continues to confront unreconciled issues and entrenched obstacles which must be
overcome before it can fully respond to the noble objectives articulated in its founding
mission statement. Dr. Leonard Weiner, the first director of the Upward Bound Project, in
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his December 16, 1966, letter of resignation from the University and the Upward Bound
Project, outlined to President Ryan a number of the serious issues which emerged
following the implementation of the Upward Bound Project.
Dr. Weiner's cites three reasons for his resignation. First, he argues that he was
not recommended for promotion to a tenured position because of his involvement in the
Upward Bound Program. Weiner contended that the Chairman of the Academic Policy
Committee to the Upward Bound Program, "has indicated serious doubt as to the value of
such a program within a university setting; specifically, he could see no way in which it
would advance the professional capacities of University faculty who chose to participate."
(Weiner, p. 1)
Secondly, he asserts that the Committee did not support the mission and goals of
Upward Bound.
An objective evaluation of the functions of the Committee would reveal that
the greatest part of their negativism toward me is based on feelings of guilt
rather than principle.... At the very first meeting of the committee,
ostensibly established to aid the development of Upward Bound policy
within the context of the University’s educational and administrative
policies, the goals of the national program of Upward Bound were
challenged... The reaction of Dr. Peter Scarth, the regional Educational
Services Incorporated representative of Upward Bound, to this meeting was
to question why, if the goals were not seen as valuable, did the University
submit a proposal for such a program. (Weiner, p. 2)
Finally, Weiner was frustrated because he felt that the Committee and the University were
uncomfortable with multi-cultural issues and community and parent involvement.
How do you interpret the Committee's constant concern with the use of
Negro authored literature, with the number of Negro students, and with the
number of Negro faculty members? What is the significance of the fact that
the Committee has failed to participate in the Advisory Board meetings at
which community representatives and parents present themselves for
consideration of the goals and policies of Upward Bound? (Weiner, p. 2)
There was no documented evidence to show whether or not Dr. Ryan ever
responded to Dr. Weiner or to the issues raised in his resignation letter. We do know,
however, that on January 31, 1967, forty days after Dr. Weiner posted his letter, Dr. Ryan
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wrote to officials at OEO announcing the appointment of a new project director, Dr. Nathan
I. Huggins. (Ryan, 1967)
Dr. Huggins was recruited to UMass/Boston from Harvard University where he
had received his doctorate and masters degrees in History. His undergraduate degree was
from the University of California at Berkeley as well as his Masters of Arts Degree.
Huggins had fairly broad teaching experience and the fact that he was considered one of the
most promising young black scholars in America appeared to well suite him for the
challenges presented by the University and by the Upward Bound Program.
The appointment of Dr. Huggins proved to be a profoundly significant turning
point for the future of educational opportunity programs at the Boston Campus. Huggins
was a gifted scholar who had credentials equal to, and in many instances, superior to those
of other faculty at the Boston Campus. His scholarly reputation was well established at
Harvard and as a result, he was well connected with local and national movers and shakers.
Huggins was also an extremely facile communicator who could smoothly move between
the refined world of intellectual elites and the hard hitting realities of street life in the
ghettoes of Roxbury, Mattapan and the South End.
As an historian, Huggins had a commanding knowledge of his own place and
importance in the world in which he was playing. While he could see the dynamic power
of the growing civil rights movement which was sweeping the country and the power this
movement was bringing to minorities and the disadvantaged in America, his training and
discipline afforded him a deep insight into how these forces were being perceived and
understood by the broader majority society.
Given these insights, Huggins was able, in a non-threatening way, to enlist the
understanding, deep support and genuine commitment of the UMass/Boston senior
administration to the Upward Bound initiative. Though he only served in the capacity of
Director for one year, February 1967-68, Dr. Huggins instituted steps which led to the
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broader institutionalization of the Upward Bound Program. He did this by strengthening
the academic integrity of the program and instituting the first summer residential program at
Clark University in Worcester. He engaged faculty and scholars from the area in the task
of enriching the Upward Bound curriculum. By developing courses designed to broaden
the variety and the depth of the program’s academic offerings, Huggins brought credibility
and recognition to the UMass/Boston Upward Bound Program.
Huggins involved UMass/Boston faculty in the task of shaping programmatic
initiatives and offerings and he enlisted an important interdisciplinary cadre of scholars who
were willing to articulately defend the mission and goals of the program from its campus
based critics and detractors. Finally, and perhaps most significantly, he was the "Jackie
Robinson,” the living role model, that professor Gagnon and others on the faculty needed
to see in order to know that UMass/Boston's investment in a program like Upward Bound
could yield scholars like Dr. Nathan I. Huggins. For UMass/Boston, Huggins served as
the first irrefutable example that the return on intellectual investment in minority scholarship
could be substantial. His presence and commitment to the program provided the intellectual
nourishment necessary for the Upward Bound Program to take root at the University.
Huggins was testament that the university’s mission as an urban, public institution and its
mission as a university were compatible.
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CHAPTER III
THE MIDDLE YEARS:

1972-1983

The middle years in the development of educational opportunity programs at the
University of Massachusetts at Boston were a time of introspection. On the national level,
the middle years began with the ending of the war in Viet Nam and shortly thereafter with
the resignation of Richard Nixon. At the end of this period, Reagan was well on his way to
dismantling many of the programs initiated during the Great Society. At UMass/Boston
many things were changing. In 1974 the new campus at Columbia Point opened its doors.
During the seventies the university began to focus inward. The development of its academic
departments and its reputation as a university were prominent concerns. The campus began
to drift away from its urban public misison. The merger with Boston State College in 1981
highlighted this most dramatically.
Three programs were initiated during this period. Veteran’s Upward Bound was
developed in response to the fact that large numbers of veteran’s were coming home illprepared—academically and emotionally—to pursue higher education. Special Services
grew out of a need to address problems of retention for low-income and disadvantaged
students. Urban Scholars was initiated in response to the tensions produced by the merger
with Boston State.
Veteran’s Upward Bound
It is not difficult to understand from an historic perspective how the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and the Economic Opportunity Act of August of that same year could give birth
to a program like Upward Bound. Certainly, one can logically conceive how the prospects
for full equality in American society could be linked with the promise of equal educational
opportunity in America's institutions of higher education. It was not so easy to predict,
however, how Upward Bound would come to be called upon to respond to another
important legislative matter addressed by Congress in late July of 1964.
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With little rancor, and vastly overshadowed by the attention give to legislation
which focused on political and social issues here in the states, in July of 1964, Congress
approved the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. This legislation, aimed at "preventing further
aggression" in South East Asia, authorized the President to significantly involve and
escalate the presence of United States military forces in the Republic of Viet Nam.
The students faculty and staff of the University of Massachusetts would witness
dramatic and substantial change at the University and in America during the years between
1966, when the Upward Bound program began, and 1972, when the Veteran's Educational
Training proposal was submitted.
After long, acrimonious and politically explosive infighting, the decision to
permanently house UMass/ Boston at the Columbia Point site was reached in November of
1968. In April of that same year, Dr. Martin Luther King would fall from an assassin’s
bullet in Tennessee; Robert F. Kennedy was killed two months later in Los Angeles. Riots
in Los Angeles, Newark, Detroit and Washington D.C. scorched the urban landscape and
race relations in urban America would deteriorate to the point of zero tolerance. President
Ryan, seeking opportunities in the midwest gracefully resigned from the Chancellorship.
In October of 1968, Dr. Francis L. Broderick, a well respected historian and authority on
the work and writings of W.E. B. DuBois took the helm at UMass/Boston. Chancellor
Broderick presided at UMass/Boston's first commencement in June of 1969. In
November, more than a quarter of a million anti-war protesters, including a delegation from
UMass/Boston, massed in Washington to demonstrate their opposition to the war in Viet
Nam.
In March of 1970, the general plans for the new campus to be built at Columbia
Point were unveiled to members of the university community.
The plan projected an enrollment of 15,000 by 1980 (12,000
undergraduate, 3,000 graduate students) the Columbia Point facility when
completed was to have six college buildings serving 2,500 students each,

36

with science, library, and recreation/service operations shared. The entire
project was to cost $355 million and was called 'the most ambitious
construction program ever undertaken by the Commonwealth.' (Masterplan,
Harbor Campus, 1970)
The transition from the 60's to the 70's was a period of intense public protest on a
variety of different fronts in American society. Blacks and other minorities were on the
move for equal educational opportunities and political and economic rights; women were
pressing for equal employment, career opportunities and the right to decide on abortion;
college students and faculty were protesting the rigidity of the traditional academic
curriculum, the need for greater diversity on college campuses and, most importantly, the
need to end the war in Viet Nam. Indeed, with Martin Luther King dead, if there was one
issue which seemed to unify all groups in American society in the early 70's, it was the war
in Viet Nam. Clearly, the American people wanted the war to end, they wanted the soldiers
to come home and they wanted no further involvement by the U.S. military in South East
Asia.
The war was a particularly salient issue on college campuses for a number of critical
reasons. First, the military draft allowed for all able bodied men to be activated. It was
thus quite likely, given the escalation of the war in the late 60's, that greater and greater
numbers of men would be called to do combat in Viet Nam, including well educated college
graduates. Second, anti-war sentiment was high on college campuses. As institutions
charged with engaging in open discussion of critical issues of the time, college campuses
across America were often the centers where both pro and anti war sentiments were
expressed with most furor and energy. Third, upon returning from the war, many war
veterans came home to enroll in area colleges and universities. These men and women, in
many instances, held very strong feelings against further involvement in the war and, given
this, they were able to mobilize other classmates to work against further escalation of
military forces in Viet Nam.
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The increasing presence of veterans on college and university campuses presented a
unique set of problems which most campuses were ill prepared to address. Partly in
response to the academic and social needs of these returning veterans and partly out of the
need to do something positive for returning Viet Nam Veterans, in May of 1972 Congress
appropriated $5.8 million for a Veterans Upward Bound Program. Of this sum,
$4,000,000 was earmarked for Upward Bound, $1,000,000 for Talent Search, and
$800,000 for training programs. Two months later, in July, the Office of Education mailed
program guidelines and application materials to all colleges and universities for the new
$5.8 million Veterans Upward Bound Program.
A U.S. Office of Education information packet on the legislation suggested that the
primary aim of the Talent Search Program was to identify qualified veterans of financial or
cultural need with an exceptional potential for postsecondary educational training and to
encourage them to complete secondary school or the General Equivalency Diploma (GED),
and to undertake postsecondary training. The Upward Bound component, a precollege
preparatory program, was designed to generate the skills and motivation necessary for
success in education beyond high school among unemployed veterans from low-income
backgrounds and inadequate secondary school preparation. (OE Program Administration
Manual, 1972-73, p. 33)
The new Veterans Upward Bound Program was aimed at the thousands of veterans
who were ill-equipped to take advantage of their GI Bill benefits. According to data
reported by the Office of Education,
Only about 15% of the 600,00 men discharged each year with a high school
degree go to college or junior college, while better than 45% of the 200,00
veterans who had pre-service college experience do so. An even lower
percentage of high school drop-outs pursue education beyond high school.
(OE Supplement to the 1971-72 (TS/UB) Program Manual, p. 1)
On July 20, 1972 a memorandum from Stuart F. Feldman, National Program
Coordinator and Robert L. Hill, National Project Director for the Veterans Education and
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Training Action Committee of the National League of Cities urged two and four year urban
based colleges and universities to take advantage of the newly funded Veterans Upward
Bound Program. Feldman and Hill alerted potential applicants of the fact that, "a provision
of the Higher Education Act authorized Veterans Cost of Instruction payments of up to
$300 for each full time veteran enrolled under the GI Bill, plus a $150 bonus for each one
enrolled in special college prep or remedial courses." (Feldman and Hill, p. 2)
To be eligible to receive Veterans Cost of Instruction funds, applicant institutions
would have to meet four general criteria:
*

Increase its enrollment of veterans by 10%;

*

Maintain a full-time Office of Veterans Affairs which provides adequate
counselling;

*

Run a veterans outreach recruitment program with work study money, and;

*

Offer college prep, remedial and tutoring programs funded from 1970 GI
Bill amendments. (Feldman and Hill, p. 2)

Given that UMass/Boston had already enrolled a significant number of veterans in
its courses and programs, the opportunity to gain much needed financial support through
the new Upward Bound initiative and the Veterans Cost of Instruction Program was
incentive enough to apply for funding. Indeed, an internal memo from Assistant Provost
Primo Vannicelli to Gay Getson in the Grant Development Office, outlined the need and
rationale for a Veterans Upward Bound Program at the Boston campus. Vannicelli wrote.
During the academic year 1971-72, there were 600 students at UMB
(12.5%) classified as veterans. Despite the presence of such a large number
of students with special needs, UMB in effect did not and still does not have
any significant resources and personnel to assist veterans. The problem will
become even more acute next year (and beyond) as we admit even larger
numbers of veterans...Given the paucity of counseling services at UMB and
the inadequacy of support facilities in the entire area of student personnel, it
is impossible in the present situation for us to provide even minimal services
aimed at the special needs of veterans. (Vannicelli, 1972)
Chancellor Broderick, for reasons still a mystery to many at the University would
step down in the early months of 1972. Following his departure, on August 14, 1972,
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interim Chancellor William R. Hamilton, Broderick's successor, signed off on the
UMass/Boston Talent Search/Upward Bound Program for Veterans proposal. Chancellor
Hamilton's transmittal letter connected the program to the mission of the university, he
stated, "It is my belief that our experience with the Upward Bound Program, our growing
attention on returning veterans and our low cost, urban oriented campus makes
UMass/Boston and effective institution to conduct a Talent Search/Upward Bound Program
for veterans." (Hamilton, 1972)
The proposal listed three individuals as the primary authors. Gerald Greenfield,
who was the director of the existing Upward Bound Program, John H. Clarke, a Vietnam
veteran working with Greenfield in the Upward Bound Program, and Barbara Burke,
director of the community based Talent Search Project which was operated as part of
Boston's Model Cities initiative.
The first component of the proposal provided the readers with background
information and other descriptive data on the founding, mission and goals of the Boston
campus. Attention was focused on the ongoing developments and progress being made
with construction of the new campus at Columbia Point. Mention was also given to the
new college which was slated to be opened in 1973, the College of Public and Community
Service (CPCS).
The second section, which focused on student data, provided information specific
to the students served by the Boston campus, particularly the veterans in attendance. Here
we learn that, an unusually high number of the students at the University are the first
members of their families to attend college, are older than normal undergraduate age, are
married, are employed at least thirty hours per week and are veterans. Many have resumed
their education after an interruption, only because Umass/Boston's creation has made it
possible to combine college attendance and other responsibilities.
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The proposal also described the characteristics of veterans at UMass/Boston.
Approximately 14% of enrolled students at UMass/Boston are veterans and "almost all of
whom attend the University on GI benefits. Many of these veterans previously applied for
admission to the University and were denied; with the added experience and maturity of
their military years, they were admitted." (Vet’s Proposal, p. 2) The proposal projected
that a significantly larger pool of veterans would be admitted for the upcoming year, "of the
633 veteran applicants for admission for September, 1972, we accepted 291 (47%). These
veterans will comprise 24% of our regularly admitted Freshmen." (Vet’s Proposal, p. 2)
Beyond this, it was explained that through the efforts of the University's Special
Admission Program an additional 26 veterans would be admitted in 1972. Special
Admissions was an outgrowth of the Director of Admissions’ 1964 initiative which
bypassed many of the traditional requirements and credentials for admission.
The application guidelines allowed for institutions to seek funding for both an
Upward Bound and a Talent Search component. UMass/Boston chose to apply for both
components. The proposal, therefore, was broken into two sections, each with its own
narrative and programmatic elements.
The Upward Bound component began with a detailed discussion of the target
population. The program was to serve, "veterans with low-income backgrounds and lack
of adequate secondary educational preparation for admission to higher education." (Vet’s
Proposal/UB, p. 1) Enrolled veterans, in most cases, "would lack high school diplomas of
any kind. The remainder will be GED, general business, or technical diplomas and/or
indifferent or inferior academic transcripts." (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 4) It was further
stipulated that, "the veterans admitted will often be unemployed, being discharged from the
service and lacking prospects of employment, or employed in low-paying dead-end jobs."
(Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 3)
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The design of the admission process, as envisioned by Greenfield, Tatum and
Clarke was "to match the possibilities and requirements of the program to the expectations
and abilities of the applicants." The program, as they saw it would be more a counseling
than a competitive process. It would begin with the initial contact by the counselor with
the veteran, followed by a more in-depth evaluation by the Talent Search counselor, and
conclude with the final application and interview with the director or some other member of
the program staff.
The Upward Bound Program curriculum, was designed, "to meet the student at his
level of competence upon leaving the service and to move him in a fourteen-week for
period of time to a level of competence that would make him an acceptable candidate for
admission to the University of Massachusetts at Boston or another institution of higher
education of his choice." (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 1) While the program stressed academic
skill development, it placed equal attention on personal support. For this the program
proposed an orientation process. During the two week orientation process, participants did
not assume a full load of courses. For many veterans, especially recent returnees from
overseas, it was necessary to help them find a place to live and to establish some order in
their lives. During the orientation process, it was expected that veterans would make
appropriate living arrangements, with the assistance of the program if necessary, and apply
to the VA for all benefits for which they are eligible. They were also expected to begin to
explore college options and develop and educational plan, arrange to take the GED and
SAT if needed, and generally, “reorient themselves to the less structured but highly
demanding requirements of college life.” (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 4)
To facilitate the orientation process, each veteran in the Upward Bound Program
would be assigned to a support group of "approximately ten students, which would meet at
least six times during the orientation period." (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 2) Equally
important in the design of the orientation period, was time for the program's "academic-
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diagnostic process of testing, discussing aspirations, and shaping the individual's program
to fit the needs which this process reveals." (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 2)
To do this, the program would seek to ensure that students, "have control over the
formal use of the English language —written and oral-and training in mathematics to the
level of Intermediate Algebra." (Vet’s Proposal, p. 5) The program would supplement
these offerings with elective courses in the humanities. "Prototypes of college courses will
be offered in such areas as Modem Political Thought, Black Literature, Moral Philosophy,
and the Modem Novel." (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 3) These elective courses were designed
to "simulate actual classroom situations on the college level, with lectures, discussions, and
oral presentations." (Vet’s Proposal, p. 5)
Rounding out the proposed Veteran's Upward Bound curriculum was the Bridge
Program. This component, according to the authors, was designed to deal with three of
the veteran's most pressing needs: "his impatience to begin college work; his anxiety
regarding his ability to succeed in an academic environment; and his need to establish
patterns of disciplined behavior in order to function effectively in the non-structured
situations he will certainly face in college." (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 9)
Bridge courses, therefore, allowed veterans to take university courses while still
enrolled in the Upward Bound program. As soon as he was ready and the university
schedule permitted, participants were placed in one or two regular university courses.
Once enrolled in these courses, students were assigned a tutor (either a veteran or a workstudy student) who would attend classes and meet with the bridge students individually
and as a group outside of class.
The proposed Upward Bound Program for veterans, like the regular Upward
Bound Program, carried forward the tradition of a guarantee of admission to
UMass/Boston based upon the recommendation of the program's director. Continued
involvement with graduates of the program was assured by insisting that, "wherever
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possible, graduates of the program will be hired to work as staff in positions for which
they are qualified. In addition to those formally hired, it is expected that considerable
numbers will volunteer support for the program." (Vet’s Proposal, p. 9)
During the first year of operation, the calendar of sessions was organized on a threecycle plan. This structure was proposed to allow for a month between the first and second
cycles and a two week period between the second and third so that staff would have time to
assess program effectiveness and implement changes where needed.
As was with Upward Bound, it was recognized that quality staffing would be
essential to successful implementation of the Veterans Upward Bound model, the
proposal stated that, "Priority will be given to recruiting qualified veterans in all positions,
and every effort will be made to conform this ethnic composition of the staff to that of the
student enrollment." (Vet’s Proposal/UB, p. 3)
The Talent Search Component of the proposal was designed to address nonacademic needs of veterans in Boston. The stated purpose of the Veterans Talent Search
component was to "provide counseling in the areas of vocational education, high school
equivalency preparation, and employment." (Vet’s Proposal/TS, p. 1) The proposal
explained that upon returning from overseas service, many veterans experienced great
difficulty in knowing were to seek out and find correct information about educational
opportunities. Even those who succeeded in initiating high school equivalency work often
experienced "traumatic interruptions" in their academic advancement. Adding to these
problems, they said, was the fact that "many veterans are shy about expressing educational
goals due to family commitments, neighborhood environments that lean towards comer life
as opposed to academic-life, or the frustration of being unable to economically survive until
the first benefit check arrives." (Vet’s Proposal/TS, p. 1)
The concluding section of the Talent Search component focused on the inherent
value of the collaborative model envisioned for the UMass/Boston Veterans Talent Search
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project. Not only would the project provide strong services to those veterans who would
enroll at UMass/Boston, the expanded scope of the collaboration would allow for "an
additional selling of the veteran." This pro-veteran "technique" would be employed by
program staff when visiting other higher education institutions in Boston. Project staff, as
the proposal envisioned it, would be aggressively marketing the benefits of recruiting and
enrolling of veterans. Vet’s Proposal/TS, p. 4)
In September of 1972 Chancellor Hamilton received notification from the Office of
Education that the Veterans Educational Training Program was funded. The grant was
comprised of two separate parts. The first part, $80,000, was to be directed to the Upward
Bound component of the proposal. The second part, $20,000 was to be directed toward
the Talent Search component. Both amounts were to be utilized over the first year of
operation of the program beginning on September 10, 1972. In June of 1973 a
supplemental grant of $75,000 was awarded for an extension of the Upward Bound
component and an extension of the grant award period to June 30, 1974. The program was
notified that any unexpended funds from the original grant were to be added to the
supplemental amount, the separate Talent Search component was phased out. Further
supplementing the 1973 Upward Bound Program funding was an additional $6300 in
funding from the Veterans Cost of Instruction Program.
The combination of these two sources of funds enabled the University of
Massachusetts at Boston to make major strides in outreach, access and supportive services
for veterans. The University has maintained a consistent and ongoing series of programs
and support structures for veterans since funding of this first initiative in 1972.
Beyond allowing the university to serve another population of disadvantaged
students, the Veterans Upward Bound Program became an important mechanisms for
bringing veterans into the university. It also became a mechanism for the university to
more effectively outreach to the community. It appears that the reason Barbara Burke was
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brought in to collaborate on the university proposal was because she had already been
operating a community based Talent Search Program for four years. Burke's connections
strengthened the Veterans Talent Search component of the proposal. By accessing
relationships that Burke had developed through her project, the UMASS/Boston proposal
was able to greatly expand the scope of available services which it could provide the
veterans it intended to serve. In addition to this link with Burke, Greenfield and Clarke
were able to convince local officials in the Boston branch of the Veterans Administration to
agree to work cooperatively with them in the implementation and ongoing operation of the
Talent Search Program. The relationships developed with the community during this time
continue to be a strength of the program.
The Veteran’s Upward Bound Program was also the catalyst for another important
initiative at the Univeristy: the William Joiner Center for the Study of War and Social
Consequences. Founded in 1983, and jointly adminsitered by Academic and Student
Affairs, the Joiner Center was created to serve two purposes. First, the Joiner Center was
to designed to be a central location for all veteran’s services on campus. In addition to the
Veteran’s Upward Bound Program it would house the Office of Veteran’s Affairs and the
Veteran’s Cost of Instruction Program. Secondly, the Joiner Center would initiate courses
and research specifically focused on issues of war and its social consequences. Through
the work of the Joiner Center, the university has become known as a national and
intemation leader for veteran’s issues and scholarship on the effects of war.
Special Services
In March of 1972, the Equal Rights Amendment passed Congress and was on its
way to the various states for ratification. In November, Richard Nixon would carry 49 of
the 50 states in one of the most significant electoral landslides in the history of the nation.
In 1973, Acting Chancellor Hamilton turned the leadership of the Boston campus over to
Dr. Carlo Golino, who came to UMass from the University of California system.
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In 1973, the United States and the government of North Vietnam reached agreement
on a peace treaty in Paris, setting in motion a long series of activities that would ultimately
allow the United States to have "Peace with Honor." Later in that year, in September, the
new College of Public and Community Service (College III) would enroll its first class at
the Downtown Center.
On January 28, 1974, faculty, students and staff of College I and II, began the
second semester at the new facility at Columbia Point. (Colleges I and II were created in
1969, the original divisions-Science, Social Science and Humanities--had been divided
into two parallel structures with comparable numbers of faculty and students to provide
opportunities for more individualized attention.) The Harbor campus, referred to by some
as the "Harvard on the Harbor,” would become the new focal point for the ongoing efforts
to promote access and diversity at UMass/Boston. Later in the year, in August of 1974,
Richard Nixon resigned from office, as a direct consequence of his knowledge and
involvement in the June, 1972, Watergate break-in.
In April of 1975, the last combat soldiers were sky-lifted from the roof of the
American Embassy in Saigon and flown to the safety of off-shore ships in the South China
Sea. In September, the College of Management, welcomed its first class of undergraduates
to the Harbor Campus.
In 1976, Chancellor Golino, in a move that contributed to his resignation two years
later, mandated that Colleges I and II would be combined into a new, unified, College of
Arts and Sciences. In so doing Chancellor Golino set in motion widespread faculty and
administrative conflict over the appropriate curriculum and distribution requirements for
study at the university level. From this dialogue, a new core curriculum was devised
which closely circumscribed the path students would have to follow to graduate from the
Boston campus.
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In retrospect, it appears clear now that the move to the Harbor campus, the merger
of Colleges I and II, and tightening of the core curriculum and distribution requirements in
the College of Arts and Sciences, resulted in making UMass/Boston a more traditional,
structured and academically rigorous institution. These actions, either by accident or
design, resulted in making the institution a less dynamic and accessible institution than it
was at its inception. The intellectual focus at the campus began to shift from broad
questions of mission and institutional impact to concerns about admissions standards,
academic rigor, research, publications and the development of graduate programs. At the
Harbor Campus, the urban agenda which was the rallying cry during the creation of the
campus, subtly shifted from the driving force in the life of the institution to a footnote in its
rich and dynamic history.
The drive for more rigorous study and greater attention to standards would provoke
profound conflicts on the Boston campus. Golino, under pressure from divergent forces
on campus, would elect to resign in 1978. Dr. Clair Van Ummerson, Associate Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs, would assume the role of interim Chancellor. Students,
no longer active partners in shaping collegiate and urban life as they did during the “golden
years” at the Park Square campus, found themselves in the tranquil and serene setting that
was the Harbor campus. Here, away from the city, removed from the pressures of urban
strife, they, along with many in the faculty, were free to devote themselves to the "life of
the mind."
In December of 1977, as one of his last official acts as Chancellor, Chancellor
Carlo Golino signed off on the Special Services proposal. Unlike the regular and Veterans
Upward Bound Programs which were aimed at promoting access to the University,
Special Services was designed to address the problem of the retention of low income,
minority and physically handicapped students at UMass/Boston. There was evidence in the
archives that several previous attempts to obtain Special Services funding were not
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successful. However, the original proposals and the reasons they were denied funding
were not found.
The Special Services Program represented a major shift in focus for
UMass/Boston. Until the submission of this proposal, no state or federally assisted
program existed at the campus which focussed on retaining non-traditional students.
Indeed, the institutional data which was submitted to the Office of Education in the
proposal caused considerable controversy on campus. The controversy developed because
the proposal publicly acknowledged the fact that for many low income, physically disabled
and minority students, UMass/Boston was the equivalent of an academic revolving door.
Many students made their way in, but very few actually found their way out.
The goal of Special Services was "to assist and enable educationally disadvantaged
and physically handicapped students to develop the skills and abilities necessary to pursue
and to complete programs of post-secondary education." (Special Services Proposal, p. 16)
The grant application guidelines required that the program focus services on economically
disadvantaged, physically handicapped, students from isolated rural backgrounds and
students with limited English speaking ability.
Drawing on data obtained from the Institutional Fiscal Operation Report of 197677, which covered the period from July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977, the proposal
provided data showing that there were more than 2,500 low income students at
UMass/Boston. While racial and ethnic minorities made up only 12.1% of enrolled
students, "they were disproportionately represented (21%) in the group of students
receiving support from the Financial Aid Program." Of all low income students, Blacks
and Hispanics made up the largest segment of students with great financial need.
The proposal stated that "the number of handicapped students at the University is
projected to be about 85 (1.1% of the total enrolled population in AY 76-77)." Additional
data presented in the proposal showed that of the disabled students enrolled at the
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University, "the most frequent disabilities are classifications of
Quadriplegic/Paraplegic/Hemiplegic, 21 students or 24.7%; mobility difficulties, 16
students or 18.8%; and legal blindness, 10 students or 15.29%." (SS Proposal, p.17) Of
the remaining 35 disabled students, the proposal identified disabilities ranging from
Cerebral Palsy to Deafness and Epilepsy. While the new Harbor campus was designed to
be a totally barrier free structure, the proposal argued that it was barrier free only in the
sense that there were no physical obstacles to impede the movement and access of
handicapped students to the University. Until the submission of the Special Services
proposal, however, very little was available to these students by way of personal
counseling and academic support tailored to their unique and specific academic needs.
The application guidelines stipulated that all applicants should provide information
to show how the program would serve students from rurally isolated backgrounds. With
more than 96% of all students enrolled at UMass/Boston living within 30 miles of the
campus, the proposal indicated that there were "approximately 308 students who live
beyond Route 495 or reside in other New England states, who suffer from relative rural
isolation." (SS Proposal, p. 4) It seems obvious now that the presence of the rural
isolation legislative language was designed to ensure that colleges and universities in rural
or isolated areas of the United States would be eligible to receive funding. The fact that the
University of Massachusetts at Boston even attempted to identify students who would meet
this eligibility criteria now seems humorous. The proposal, nonetheless, said, "the number
of (rurally isolated) students to be served by this project is not expected to exceed 15-25
students." (SS Proposal, p. 4)
With regards to students with limited English speaking ability, the proposal
identified 104 enrolled students "from Spanish-speaking backgrounds who receive
financial assistance at the University. Of this number, approximately 20% have a lack of
literacy in formal Spanish. Eighty percent have a limited ability to read, write, and/or speak
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English." (SS Proposal, p. 4) The proposal stated that the university has offered a number
of ESL courses to address the technical difficulties experienced by these students while at
the University. To further support students with limited speaking ability, the proposed
Special Services Program would focus more on meeting the cultural and personal needs of
these students so that they could take greater advantage of the opportunities available at the
university. The proposal went on to provide racial and ethnic data on enrolled students for
the 1977-78 academic year. Data provided in chart form showed that in academic year 7778, the University had an overall enrollment of 7,700 students. Of all enrolled students,
570 or 7.4% were identified as Black; 123 or 1.6% were Asian American; 216 or 2.8%
were Hispanic; the remaining 6,791 or 88.2% were classified as White. While this
demographic data reflected an institutional commitment to access for low-income students
and minorities, a number of other social and institutional factors were identified which
placed these very students a great academic risk.
In addition to racial and ethnic diversity, the university introduced into its
classrooms significant numbers of students who did not possess the academic background
or training of traditional college students. The student body tended to be urban, was older
and many were transfer students, "some 41% of students attending the University are over
25 years of age; 33% of enrolled students have transferred from other institutions. The
continued high ratio of Boston students admitted—37%...illustrates the urban focus of the
overall admissions process, both for transfers and entering freshmen." (SS Proposal, p. 7)
In addition to enrolling older students from the urban center, additional data was supplied
which provided documentation to show that some "16% of entering students to the
University come directly from the Boston Public Schools. An additional 9% of entering
students have only their GED (high school equivalency)." (SS Proposal, p. 9) The
university, thus, enrolled 25% of its entering class of 1976 from the above two categories
of students. "When the percentage of Boston Public, GED, and other Massachusetts
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public schools is combined, fully 65% of admitted students enter the University from those
categories." (SS Proposal, p. 9) Data provided in another table showed that, at the time of
entry into the University, 20% of the students in the class of 1976 came from the bottom
40% of their class. Another table provided data on SAT scores of enrolled students. Here
we see that 38% of entering students in 1976 had SAT verbal skills under 400, and 28%
had SAT math scores in that range.
A 1978 study conducted by the Institute for Learning and Teaching was cited to
further document "the disparity of skills of a significant number of low-income,
handicapped and educationally disadvantaged students at the time of entry to this
University." (SS Proposal, p. 13) The Institute found that "74% of those students
sampled worked from 11 to 30 hours per week, and 14% worked full-time. In the
attitudinal dimension, 47% of the surveyed group felt 'bewildered by my courses'; 40%
found 'college work more difficult than I expected;' 15% felt 'no one cares about me at
UMass/Boston. Seventy-seven percent found one or more courses difficult or very
difficult." (SS Proposal, p. 13)
When the academic problems experienced by the respondents were ranked in order
of significance, the following list resulted:
*
*
*
*
*

47% found the content of the course work to be unmanageable.
28% found the amount of reading assigned to be oppressively difficult.
24% found lectures to be difficult to interpret and understand.
19% found themselves unable to comprehend the assigned readings.
19% found that they could not adequately complete writing assignments.
(SS Proposal, p. 14)

In addition, the proposal stated that low-income and disadvantaged students who
apply for admission to UMass are often denied access to the university simply due to the
fact that they fail to complete the application process in a complete and timely manner.
Others who are admitted but who apply late, routinely experience problems with the
financial aid and the course selection process.
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It was clear then, from the data provided in the Special Services proposal that nontraditional students were not faring well at the University. To better meet the academic and
social needs of these students and to insure that a greater number of them would go on to
successfully complete their chosen fields of study, the proposal outlined five goals. First,
the program would work with the appropriate campus departments and committees to
ensure that the recruitment, admissions, financial aid and orientation programs were
sensitive to the needs of Special Services students. Second, the program planned to
provide an instructional and counseling support program. This support would be available
on an individualized basis and would be coordinated with the various academic
departments. Finally, the program planned to assume an advocacy role relative to the up¬
grading of campus facilities for handicapped students. (SS proposal p. 16-46)
The goals delineated in the proposal focused on a broad category of services to be
provided by the Special Services Program staff. In reviewing them, a number of important
insights about the design of the program become apparent. First, the authors recognized
that to effectively address attrition problems, all branches of the university had to be
engaged in retention strategies. The proposal, as a consequence of this general assumption,
called for the involvement and support of a number of different units on campus in program
activities, including the admissions, financial aid, counselling, disabled student and
advising offices.
Second, the authors recognized that to effectively address attrition problems, a
number of the program’s proposed activities would need to be focussed on pre-admissions
functions. The rationale for these pre-admissions activities, grew out of an understanding
that the earlier program staff were aware of the specific academic weaknesses of targeted
students, the sooner the program could build an effective academic, tutorial and support
strategy to address the weaknesses. Similarly, the earlier Special Services Program staff
could acquaint students with the university and the demands awaiting them upon
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matriculation, the greater the chances that they would successfully develop the skills and
abilities necessary to succeed within the university community.
Third, the authors recognized that faculty involvement in the retention efforts of the
program was critical. The proposal outlined a number of different areas where faculty
support would be helpful. The authors stated that prior experience with Special
Admissions and Upward Bound students demonstrated that tutorial support programs,
provided in conjunction with regularly offered courses, were the most reliable mechanism
for ensuring success. Information gained from a review of special admissions students
revealed that students typically needed assistance in mathematics, reading comprehension,
expository writing and in the development of effective study skills. Faculty participation in
the Special Services Program, therefore, would ensure that program staff and faculty could
work together to meet identified student needs.
Fourth, counseling services were identified as vital tools in addressing the attrition
problem. The authors recognized that most Special Services eligible students drop-out of
the university for reasons other than academic failure. The Special Services Program, if it
was to be of any real value to students in the program, would have to address a variety of
personal and social problems which worked against the academic success of Special
Services students. Since the program, as conceptualized, operated from the belief that
personal and social counselling were vital for the success of the program’s students,
counselling was seen as one of the program’s most important offerings.
Fifth, the authors recognized that the Admissions Office was not aggressively
recruiting handicapped students to the university and that the assistance of Special Services
personnel in the handicapped student recruitment process could be beneficial. The authors
were aware of the unique opportunity that the barrier-free Harbor Campus held for
handicapped students. They could see that once admitted to the Harbor campus, it would
be possible to consider the problems of disabled students as they relate to their academic
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needs without having to consider the constraints of the physical environment. With such
favorable physical conditions, it would be possible for the program to effectively carry-out
the support functions so badly needed by academically able but physically disabled
students.
Sixth, the authors were aware of the fact that to successfully meet the needs of
eligible students and to provide staff with the additional training and support necessary to
achieve the educational objectives of the program, it would be necessary to continuously
train, develop, evaluate and broaden the skills and abilities of the program’s professional
staff. In reviewing the design of the Special Services proposal, it is clear that the authors
believed that the secret to the achievement of the program’s overall goals and objectives
hinged on the quality and effectiveness of the project staff. The authors wanted the Special
Services staff to become the central on-campus advocacy group for low-income, minority,
first generation and physically disabled students. Special Services, viewed from this
perspective, would not just be a program which would meet the needs of its enrolled
students; it was designed to help shape and mold administrative and faculty attitudes and
practices as well. With this broader agenda woven into all aspects of the program’s
operations, the Special Services Program was poised to play an important role in helping
the campus to meet the needs of students identified in the original mission statement of the
university.
The goals and objectives of the Special Services Program were broad and
comprehensive. To evaluate over-all program effectiveness and to insure that the proposed
benefits of the program were reaching enrolled students, the evaluation and oversight of
program activities was given detailed attention. To evaluate the impact of the program on
individual student performance, the proposal stated that, “Data relating to all of the
experiences will be gathered, included in each student’s record, and used by the project
director and the staff in the assessment of each student’s total academic progress at UMB.”

55

(SS Proposal, p. 44) The proposal also called for the evaluation of the overall project to
identify its strengths and weaknesses.
On August 15, 1978, a notification of grant award was mailed to the University
which stipulated that the Special Services Program was approved for a grant of $80,000 for
the first year.
The 1981 merger with Boston State College, discussed more fully in the next
section, had an important impact on Special Services. Boston State College also had a
Special Services Project. In 1983 the Department of Education required the university to
submit one unified proposal for Special Services. The end result of the merger of the two
programs was a shifting of emphasis from counseling to academic support. It was clear
from the university’s experience with Special Sevices that, while counseling played an
important role in the retention of disadvantaged students, academic support and advising
were critical to student success. If students did not possess the requisite skills for success
at the collegiate level, providing them with the social and personal supports would not
ensure their success.
Of the three educational opportunity programs discussed thus far, the Special
Services Program was the initiative which had the most dramatic impact on the University.
Special Services focused entirely on the issues and concerns of students who were enrolled
at the University. Its purpose was to assist disadvantaged, low-income and handicapped
students in successfully negotiating their way through the University and on to graduation.
In so doing the Special Services Program and its staff would address not only the skill
deficiencies and academic weaknesses of targeted students, the program would also
challenge the University, its faculty, staff and executive management to better understand,
support and assist these students in achieving at the highest levels of their academic
potential. The Special Services Program, consequently, proved early on that it could play
an important role in serving students and the University. As a result, its value and
56

importance as an essential component of the academic support strategy of the University
was quickly established.
Urban Scholars
In July of 1979, the University of Massachusetts at Boston welcomed its sixth
Chancellor in fifteen years, Dr. Robert A. Corrigan. A native of New England, Corrigan
graduated from Classical High School in Springfield, Massachusetts and Brown
University. He received his Masters and Doctoral degrees in American Civilization from
the University of Pennsylvania. Before coming to UMass/Boston he served on the faculty
of the University of Iowa, was Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences at the University
of Missouri at Kansas City, and was Provost for the Arts and Humanities at the University
of Maryland College Park.
One year following the arrival of Dr. Corrigan, the Commonwealth initiated a
massive higher education reorganization process. As a result of this process, executive
leadership for higher education matters shifted from decentralized control to centralized
authority vested in a Chancellor for Higher Education and a Board of Regents. One of the
first tasks undertaken by of the Board of Regents was to initiate an evaluative study of the
public institutions of higher education in the state. Among the many and varied proposals
which would emanate from the Board following this study, one would have a particularly
dramatic and profound impact on UMass/Boston.
In January of 1982, upon the recommendation of the Chancellor of the Board of
Regents and with the consent of the Massachusetts Legislature, the University of
Massachusetts at Boston was merged with Boston State College. The merger with Boston
State brought about a significant expansion of the campus' enrollment, budget and faculty.
UMass/Boston absorbed more than 3,500 new students into its laboratories and classrooms
and welcomed more than 170 new faculty and staff as members of the University
community. Total enrollment at the University increased from 7,885 students in 1981 to
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more than 11,100 in the winter of 1982. The University’s appropriated budget increased
by more than $7 million in one year; from just over $27 million in 1981 to nearly $34.5
million in 1982.
As the only remaining public four year institution for higher education in the city,
there was widespread belief and expectation by many that UMass/Boston was now poised
to become a great urban university. Still, for others, the loss of Boston State was greeted
with hostility and antagonism. UMass/Boston, from the perspective of its detractors, was
too traditional in its academic programs and too elitist in its admissions standards. Boston
State, on the other hand, was seen as being more open and hospitable to low-income and
minority students. In addition, the merger with Boston State, consequently, brought about
a significant expansion of the campus' enrollment, budget and faculty. So, while the
merger brought many positive and beneficial results, it also served to bring into clearer
focus and to rekindle the ongoing struggle at UMass/Boston over access, diversity, and
excellence.
For more than a year following the merger, Chancellor Corrigan worked to mend
the tensions and antagonisms. In his address to the former Boston State College students
who came to UMass/Boston he said, "Few of us in this room welcomed reorganization....
But the past is behind us now. When classes open on Monday, there will be only one
student body, only one faculty, only one administration.... For better or worse, we are all
part of the University of Massachusetts." (Chancellor's Report, p. 31) Yet, for all of his
efforts to the contrary, the assimilation of students, faculty and staff from Boston State
College into the mainstream of UMass/Boston proved to be far more difficult than any
would have imagined.
Partly in response to criticism leveled against the campus for not being committed to
access and opportunity and partly as a result of successful negotiations with the Board of
Regents to obtain funds formerly committed to Boston State College for educational
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opportunity programming, in 1983, UMass/Boston successfully initiated one of its most
complex and aggressive educational opportunity initiatives; the Urban Scholars Program.
The idea for the Urban Scholars Program grew out of a discussion between
Chancellor Corrigan and the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs in the fall of 1981. The
objective of this discussion was to come up with an idea for a new program that would
respond to the concern that the university was not committed to access and opportunity for
urban students. The fact that UMass/Boston was already offering a variety of programs
designed to meet the needs of such students did not seem to matter. Simply pointing to the
campus’ record and past accomplishments in the area of access and retention was fruitless.
It was obvious, given the nature of the criticisms that were being raised by former Boston
State College students, faculty and others in the city, that what ever was to be done, it had
to be different, imaginative and dynamic. And, most importantly, it had to help reduce
some of the lingering tensions and anxieties that were brought about by the merger.
Having had extensive experience as an Upward Bound Director and as the Director
of Pre-Freshman Programs, the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs recognized that there
was a real need for a program which could go beyond what was being done in the
traditional educational opportunity programs. The University needed to develop a program
that would combine the university’s mission as an urban public institution and with its
desire to be a high quality academic institution. The Vice Chancellor believed that this could
be achieved by designing a program which worked with urban youth who were highly
motivated; who wanted to come to school every day; who were challenged by new ideas;
who enjoyed being tested by rigorous academic endeavors, and who, if given the
opportunity, would work hard for the chance to obtain a high quality education. He,
therefore, proposed the creation of the Urban Scholars Program.
The Vice Chancellor also believed that a talented and gifted program would be an
effective mechanism for addressing the question of excellence in urban public high schools.
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One of the goals initially set forth by the Office of Economic Opportunity was to
institutionalize the practices that proved to be so successful in Upward Bound in the public
schools. It became clear, given the complexities of the student population that Upward
Bound served, that this goal was difficult to achieve. Because Urban Scholars was
designed to serve the most talented students in the schools, it would allow the staff to push
the schools to raise their standard of excellence. Thus, the mission of Urban Scholars
became two-fold. First, the program would seek to identify talented urban students and to
provide them with the skills and attitudes necessary for achievement at the limits of their
potentials. Second, the program would seek to enhance the capacity of the schools to
develop the talent potential of all students.
Having reached consensus with Chancellor Corrigan that there was an important
role that UMass/Boston could play in the development of such programming, and in
recognition of the fact that there appeared to be no other such program for talented and
gifted urban youth operating in the country, he agreed to go forward with a pilot program.
Prior to doing so, however, a team of consultants was brought on staff to carry out a
research effort aimed at helping the campus in establishing a guide for our program
development.
Ms. Joan Becker, a recent graduate of the Harvard University Masters program in
Education and former MIT/Wellesley Upward Bound staff member and Mr. Leroy
Romero, a former staff member of the Metropolitan State University Special Services
Program in Denver, Colorado, were hired as research consultants for the Urban Scholars
Program.
With an underlying belief that there was a massive void in the recognition,
identification, and systems of support for talented and gifted youth in urban schools,
Becker and Romero began the process of the developing and implementing the Urban
Scholars initiative. On February 4, 1984 a report on the pilot program was issued. Here
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Becker and Romero chronicled the work that went into developing the pilot program and
the lessons that were learned from it. Based on observations and findings from their initial
consultations, and drawing on their review of gifted and talented literature, questions in
four broad areas emerged.
1.

Is there a uniform definition of gifted and talented or are there differences
between perceptions of school personnel, community groups and agencies,
and UMass/ Boston faculty and staff?

2.

What kind of educational programming is presently available for gifted and
talented students in the schools? In the community?

3.

How is UMass/Boston perceived in the Boston Public Schools? In the
Community? Is UMass/Boston viewed as a viable higher educational option
for Boston Public School students in general and for talented students in
particular? How is UMass/Boston's involvement in public secondary
education viewed?

4.

What are the most effective ways of gaining the support and involvement of
Boston Public School personnel? Of community groups and agencies? Of
UMass/Boston faculty and professional staff?

These questions served as the institutional framework around which the Urban
Scholars Program would be developed and programmatic objectives established. The first
set of objectives focused on the identification and recruitment of gifted and talented youth.
Five objectives were established in this area. The primary objective was to, “develop a
program that identifies gifted and talented students in the Boston Public School system...
students who have exceptional potential for success in traditional areas, such as academics,
the arts, or athletics, and in nontraditional areas such as leadership, community
involvement, or any other area of human endeavor.” (Urban Scholars Program Report, p.
3) Given the fact that the schools were made up primarily of low income and minority
students, it would be important to develop criteria that did not rely exclusively on
standardized ways of measuring talent. The remaining objectives focused on ensuring that
the recruitment process resulted in the identification of the most talented students in each
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school and that the process built support at the school and the community level for the
identification of talent.
Becker and Romero developed a second set of objectives which focused on how the
program would approach the delivery of services to identified students. These
programming objectives included developing “activities that will give talented students the
skills and motivation to achieve at the limits of their potential.” (USP Report, p. 4)
Activities would include faculty mentorships, student research projects, skill workshops
and discussion groups. Another objective was to “ introduce students to the world of
work, to career opportunities in various fields and increases their awareness of career
information resources.” (USP Report, p. 4) Activities here would include internships with
professionals in the field, career speakers, forums, and career awareness seminars.
Underlying these two objectives was an objective which sought “to develop a student
program that promotes self-discipline, motivation and achievement. Further, to promote
students' awareness of an respect for other racial and ethnic groups.” (USP Report, p. 4)
In addition to these objectives, Becker and Romero proposed to actively involve
UMB faculty, administrators, staff, students and alumni and Boston Public School
personnel to work in the project. They also wanted to actively engage parents in the
program and to help them to become more actively involved the overall educational
process. By using UMass/Boston as the primary location for the program, they hoped to
encourage students to consider UMass/Boston as an option for college. Finally, Becker
and Romero proposed to “ develop an evaluation component that assesses program
effectiveness and encourages improvement in the delivery of program services.” (USP
Report, p. 6)
Immediately following the development of these objectives, Becker and Romero
were authorized to move forward with a small Urban Scholars pilot project which, if
successful, would serve as the foundation for the development of a larger, more
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comprehensive program. The pilot phase was proposed to enable the program staff to
begin to develop relationships with Boston Public School personnel, community groups
and agencies, and UMass/Boston departments and support programs. It would also be
used to gather data on programming for gifted and talented secondary students in an urban
school system. Finally, the pilot phase would help the staff to find answers to questions
which might enable them to modify and strengthen their policies and practices prior to the
implementation of the larger, more comprehensive overall program. The pilot program,
therefore, represented an important and critical step in the development of the Urban
Scholars initiative. To successfully operate a full scale program, each of the issues which
the pilot program set out to address had to be successfully confronted and resolved so that a
more complex program could be effectively implemented.
With the preliminary analysis and review complete, guiding assumptions and
questions formulated and planning objectives clearly defined, a ten week pilot Summer
Institute was initiated in June of 1983. Three urban high schools were identified as pilot
schools: Jeremiah E. Burke, South Boston and Dorchester High Schools. These three
schools were selected for several important reasons. First, and most importantly, the
university was paired with these schools as a result of the court ordered desegregation.
Secondly, these three schools are located in neighborhoods surrounding the University.
Finally, “these schools are traditionally overlooked by talent scouts from area colleges and
universities." (USP Report, p. 5) Unlike Boston's elite exam schools which boast
superior faculty and the most academically advanced students, the Burke, South Boston
and Dorchester were classified as neighborhood schools. As such, they existed to serve
those students who did not take or did not score high enough on entrance examinations
which are necessary to be accepted into one of the exam schools. Data compiled by Becker
and Romero on the college going rate of graduates of these three high schools showed that,
"no more than 27% of the class of 1982 at each of the three schools went on to a four year
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college or university." (USP Report, p. 5) Equally significant, was the fact that, "only
two 1982 graduates from South Boston High were accepted to UMass/Boston, one was
accepted from Dorchester High, none from the Burke." (USP Report, p. 5)
Five students were selected from each of the target high schools. Because the
numbers were to be small in the initial pilot phase, it was decided that the program would
focus on academic and leadership talents:
Sophomores and juniors demonstrating exceptional potential for success in
specific academic areas or in leadership were considered eligible to apply.
In addition to submitting a completed application form, each applicant had to
write an essay, obtain two letters of recommendation and submit a copy of
his/her high school transcript. Students were evaluated on the basis of
academic excellence, motivation, and the degree to which the student might
benefit from the program and racial/ethnic diversity. (USP Report, p. 7)
The Summer Institute had three components; a one day Assessment Workshop, a
six week Academic Institute, and a four week Career Internship. During the Academic
Institute, students came to the University five days per week for academic and cultural
enrichment activities. Two courses were offered in the mornings, Reading, Writing and
Critical Thinking and Computer Literacy. Afternoons were devoted to field trips and
recreational, cultural, and career related activities. "The purpose of the Academic Institute
was to help the students develop new skills and to enhance their present skill repertoires.
The student's reading, writing, critical, logical and abstract thinking skills and their
knowledge of and facility with computers were broadened through the theme of ‘The
Impact of Computer Technology On Our Lives.’" (USP Report, p. 1)
During the final four weeks of the pilot program, students participated in career
oriented internships. Students worked at local businesses and agencies and university
departments Monday through Thursday. Fridays they returned to campus to discuss job
related issues. “The purpose of the internship was to expose students to the world of
work, to the types of jobs available in a particular organization and to give them an
understanding of the duties of specific jobs." (USP Report, p. 37)
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The pilot program was designed to answer questions in three broad areas: (1)
secondary school, university and community cooperation and collaboration; (2) data
development on urban gifted and talented secondary school programming and; (3)
developing a knowledge base sufficient to modify and strengthen policies and practices
which govern programs for urban talented and gifted youth, the third issue, developing a
broad knowledge base, proved to be the most complex. The report on the pilot program
concluded with a section on findings and recommendations. In this section of the report,
Becker and Romero provided preliminary answers to specific questions in these braod
areas. First, Becker and Romero found that programming for gifted and talented students
in the high schools was limited to the exam schools. They also found that “there is not a
clear definition of gifted and talented in an urban context. In the Boston Public Schools,
gifted and talented is defined almost exclusively in terms of standardized test scores.”
(USP Report, p. 44) This was also true at the university where definitions varied among
departments and programs. They argued that it was essential that a common definition be
developed.
Becker and Romero argued that “knowledge of UMass/Boston and its program
offerings is limited. Many secondary school students and personnel do not view
UMass/Boston as a viable higher education possibility for talented students. It is important
that the University's commitment to the public schools is clear and long term.” (USP
report, p. 45) In spite of this, it was clear that there was strong support on the part of
school personnel for Urban Scholars. Faculty and staff at the university and personnel
from the business community were equally supportive.
In terms of student development, Becker and Romero concluded that, “the
collegiate linkage is an appropriate and effective means of developing and enriching the
talent potential of urban youth.” (USP Report, p. 46) They found that, in general,
expectations in the schools were low, even for the most talented students, and consequently
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these students tended to have expectations for themselves that were not consistent with their
abilities. Furthermore, they lacked information on higher education, careers and the world
of work. They also found that,
the students are very concerned about being adequately prepared for college.
While most of the students have solid basic skills, many need intensive
higher level skill development. The students are willing to make a
significant commitment to a program like Urban Scholars. Economic
necessities should not be a barrier to student participation. (USP Report, p.
48)
The Urban Scholars pilot initiative, as conceived by Becker and Romero, proved to
be an important success for the University. As stated in the 1984 report:
The initiative demonstrates that the urban public university, given the
excellence of its faculty, the richness of its resources and the depth of its
commitment to the residents of the various Boston communities, is in fact
uniquely qualified to assist in the development of the talent potentials of
urban youth. Feedback gathered from the students and their instructors
suggest that this collegiate linkage enhanced the students' desire to learn,
raised their aspirations, enriched their knowledge, and improved their skills.
(USP Report p. 50)
Since its inception in 1983, the Urban Scholars Program has enjoyed a significant
and positive position at the University. As a result of information and knowledge gained
from the pioneering work carried out at the high school level, the Urban Scholars staff, in
1985, were successful in expanding the Urban Scholars initiative to serve gifted and
talented youth from middle schools that fed into the Burke, Dorchester and South Boston
High School. The middle school initiative, modest at its beginning, was expanded and
strengthened by an infusion of federal funds granted through the Department of Education
in 1990. The federal grant, a Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Student Program grant, was
one of the first twenty-eight awarded by the U. S. Department of Education out of a pool of
231 applicants.
The Javits grant also provides funding for two additional components: a national
demonstration project and a series of on-site activities at the three target high schools
designed to strengthen their capacity to develop the talent potential of all students. Through
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the National Demonstration Project the University is working with San Francisco State
University, the University of Central Florida, and the City University of New York to
create programs modeled after Urban Scholars. (Javits Grant Abstract, p. 1)
The Javits grant significantly enhanced the program’s ability to fulfill the school
improvement part of its mission. The program was able to hire a full-time staff person to
work with the three high schools. Activities include a mini-grant program for teachers to
work collaboratively with faculty at the target schools to enrich their curriculum and to
implement new methodologies, a seminar series for guidance counselors, and support for
school initiated activities designed to improve attendance and enhance achievement. In
addition, the grant is funding a guidance course at the Burke High School. The course is
required for all ninth graders and is focused on self-esteem, decision making, and
developing a sense of purpose about education. (Javits Grant Abstract, p. 1) The
program’s work in the school improvement area marks the first time that one of the
University’s educational opportunity programs has tried to implement successful practices
in the schools.
Preliminary findings obtained for the original pilot program suggested that the
private sector would have interest in and would likely support a program like Urban
Scholars. Drawing on these early indicators, a series of appeal letters and personal
meetings were arranged with key corporate givers. Initially staff focused on the corporate
partners of the target high schools. At the Burke, The New England agreed to support the
program. Similarly, The New England Telephone Company agreed to support the
programs efforts at Dorchester High and The Gillette Corporation lent its support at South
Boston High School. With these corporations as anchors, the program was able to obtain
the support of a growing numbers of corporations. In 1990, corporate support for Urban
Scholars represented approximately 30% of the budget for the high school component.
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Corporate involvement in the Urban Scholars Program has provided important and
critical financial resources. In the face of double digit cut-backs and reversions at the State
level, corporate and philanthropic support has allowed the Urban Scholars Program to
maintain a consistent standard of program quality and excellence. Furthermore, Urban
Scholars has demonstrated that the university can raise significant amounts of money from
the private sector for educational opportunity initiatives.
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CHAPTER IV
THE MATURE YEARS: 1984-1990
This last phase in the development of educational opportunity programs at the
University of Massachusetts at Boston was a period of great stability. Chancellor Corrigan
served the university for ten years--the longest of any chancellor to date. Under Corrigan’s
leadership, and continued by Chancellor Penney, the university refocused on its mission as
an urban public university. As a result, the mature period saw the institutionalization and
expansion of educational opportunity initiatives. Whenever an entrepreneurial opportunity
presented itself which would allow the campus to reach out to the broader community or
when a funding source arose which would enable the campus to better serve its urban
mission, Corrigan and Penney would press to obtain it. Under such leadership, the
campus became an incubator for innovative and progressive program initiatives.
Talent Search/Proiect REACH
By 1985 it was clear that Chancellor Robert Corrigan would come to be recognized
as one of the great leaders of UMass/Boston. Having served for seven years as
Chancellor, he was able to bring stability, growth and a sense of vision to the campus.
Chief among his beliefs was that the ideals of service, research and teaching that were once
appropriate for land grant institutions were still the correct ones for the urban campuses of
these institutions. UMass/Boston, in Corrigan’s eyes, was an institution where both
access and excellence were not and never would be mutually exclusive. Through his
actions he demonstrated that he was willing to make UMass/Boston accessible to anyone
who had the desire and ability to benefit from a college education. He was especially
committed to insuring that UMass/Boston would always be accessible to the most
vulnerable members of our society, especially racial and ethnic minorities, learning and
physically handicapped citizens and older, non-traditional learners.
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Whenever an entrepreneurial opportunity presented itself which would allow the
campus to reach out to the broader community or when a funding source arose which
would enable the campus to better its urban mission, Corrigan would press to obtain it.
Under such leadership, the campus became an incubator for innovative and progressive
program initiatives.
On January 11,1985, almost two years following the initiation of the Urban
Scholars program, the University applied to the U. S. Department of Education for funding
to serve another disadvantaged student population: handicapped individuals with the
potential for enrolling in and benefiting from higher education. As outlined in the abstract
to the proposal submission, the purpose of the Talent Search Project was to, “identify...
[and] encourage qualified disabled students to complete secondary education and undertake
a program of post-secondary study.” (Talent Search Proposal, p. 1) The project also hoped
to disseminate information regarding available financial aid and community resources and
to provide assistance with the college application process. Handicapped persons who had
dropped out of programs of education at the secondary or post-secondary level would be
encouraged to re-enter and complete their programs of study. (TS Proposal, p. 1)
The opening section of the proposal detailed the need for the services to be
provided. The authors, Dr. Alan Clarke and Ms. Andrea Schein, stated that the Talent
Search Program would seek to serve 500 individuals who would be drawn from the city of
Boston. They stated that, “there are currently 5,933 secondary level physically
handicapped or learning disabled students receiving special education services in the
Boston Pubic Schools, 1,569 of whom are eligible for the services of this project.” (TS
Proposal, p. 1) The project proposed to serve 450 high school students and 50 adults up to
age 27. Further, a minimum of two thirds of the participants would meet the low-income,
first generation criteria and the remaining one third would meet one of these criteria. (TS
Proposal, p. 1)
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In defining handicapped Clarke and Schein used language contained in Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, “a physically handicapped participant is one who has a
physical impairment which substantially limits one or more major life activities such as:
caring for oneself, performing manual tasks, walking, seeing, hearing, breathing, speaking
and learning.” (TS Proposal, p. 1) The proposal also requested funding to serve learning
disabled students and adults. A learning disabled individual was defined as "one who has a
disorder of one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding
spoken or written language; this is manifested through an imperfect ability to listen, think,
speak, read, write, spell or do mathematical calculations." (TS Proposal, p. 1)
Clarke and Schein provided the Department of Education with compelling data
detailing the economic and academic barriers faced by handicapped individuals and the
degree to which education and training resources were underutilized by these individuals in
Boston. Referring to a 1983 survey conducted by the Boston Center for Independent
Living, they stated that the unemployment rate for physically handicapped residents of the
city of Boston was 74%.
Of the 26% who were employed, 48% were employed part-time. While
64% expressed an interest in working, only 34% were seeking employment
in any fashion. Less than 4% were seeking employment or training
assistance from the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission, and no
respondent was utilizing assistance from the Division of Employment
Services." (TS Proposal, p. 2)
To further buttress their argument for federal support, Clarke and Schein reported on a
telephone survey they carried out prior to submitting the Talent Search Proposal. The
survey was designed to determine what was currently available to disabled students and
adults in terms of educational services and training assistance. Included in the survey were
the existing Talent Search Project at the Hispanic Office of Planning and Evaluation,
HOPE, the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission, the Massachusetts Commission for
the Blind, and the Boston Public Schools’ Department of Social Services. (TS Proposal, p.
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3) Based on this survey, Clarke and Schein found that the HOPE Talent Search Project
was not serving any disabled students and was not doing and any outreach to this
population. They also found that the Massachusetts Commission for the Blind did not do
any outreach activities to Boston high school students.
Through the survey they learned that there was an agreement between the
Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission and the Boston Public Schools which was
“designed to assure the presence of a rehabilitation counselor during the senior year of high
school” to help students formulate vocational goals and learn about support available
through the Rehabilitation Commission. The agreement was rarely implemented. Finally
they learned that guidance and vocational services in the Boston Public Schools were
woefully inadequate. (TS Proposal, p. 4)
In summarizing the need for the Talent Search Project, Clarke and Schein focused
on key points derived from their research findings,
The information services and guidance counselors are unable to provide
adequate services to handicapped students because they lack information
resources, the capability to provide services in an accessible manner, and
outreach designed specifically for handicapped students. The available
resource offices often do not know which schools are accessible or have
special services offices, how to use vocational rehabilitation and other
agencies, or which special laws affect admissions of handicapped students.
In order for services to be provided in an accessible manner, there must be
materials available in large print and Braille, staff who can sign, and offices
which are architecturally accessible to students with mobility impairments.
(TS Proposal, p. 4)
Following the need section, Clarke and Schein outlined and addressed the Design
and Plan of Management for the Talent Search Project. As proposed, the Talent Search
Project would be administratively housed within the Department of Special Educational
Support Services (DSESS). DSESS was established in July of 1983 as an administrative
unit within the Division of Student Affairs. Dr. Clarke was recruited to oversee DSESS
and, as such, served as that unit’s Executive Director. The Talent Search Project, as
envisioned by Clarke would also enjoy a close working relationship with the Disabled
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Student Center. Andrea Schein, co-author of the Talent Search proposal, was the director
of the Disabled Student Center.
Six key objectives were defined for the project and the programmatic activities
necessary to achieve these objectives were delineated. The first two objectives addressed
recruitment and selection of participants. The proposal indicated that eligible secondary
school students and adults would be identified and recruited to the project through a broad
range of community based organizations, specialized training centers for handicapped
people, and the Boston Public Schools. (TS Proposal, p. 10-12) The third objective
focused on secondary school retention, graduation and enrollment in post-secondary
education. The proposal stated that 90% of enrolled students would complete high school
and 75% would go on to enroll in college. To accomplish this objective, the proposal
indicated that program staff would conduct goal-oriented individual counseling with seniors
and out-of-school participants; provide workshops to sophomores and juniors focused on
career exploration, assertiveness, and techniques for surviving the post-secondary process;
and to mail introductory flyers, lists and informational brochures to participants outlining
educational opportunities and other resources available to them. (TS Proposal, p. 13-14)
The fourth objective was to publicize the availability of financial assistance to 100%
of the project participants. The proposal stated that the program counsellors would
accomplish this objective by conducting workshops for 11th and 12 grade students that
provided information on specific aid programs available to handicapped individuals. The
fifth objective focussed on program services aimed at inducing 60% of participants who
have not completed programs of study at the secondary or post-secondary level to re-enter
such programs of study. To do this, the project director and staff would identify drop-outs,
advertise the availability of re-entry services through community agencies, and provide
individual and group counseling sessions. The sixth objective dealt with providing
technical assistance to community based agencies serving youth so that they could make
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their programs handicapped accessible. To accomplish this task, the project director was
expected to meet with YMCA, YWCA, EOC and other federally and state funded
educational programs in the area to inform and educated key personnel in those agencies of
their legal requirements and/or programmatic responsibility to meet the support needs of
handicapped youth. (TS Proposal, p. 14-16)
On June 28, 1985, the University was notified by the Department of Education that
its Talent Search Project for physically disabled adults and youth had been recommended
for funding. The grant notification stipulated that the funding period would run from
September 1, 1985 through August 31, 1986. The allocated dollar amount for the initial
year of funding would be $112,000, substantially below the originally requested amount of
$184,902. Due to the reduced funding level, the University negotiated to scale back the
proposed number of students to be served from 500 during the first year to 350. This
change was approved. In response to a directive from the Department of Education, the
university proposed to serve middle school students beginning with the 1991-92 school
year. As a result the project is now serving 421 high school and 186 middle school
students.
Dr. Clarke recruited Mr. William E. Pollard, Assistant Director of the Disabled
Student Center to serve as the Talent Search Project's first director. Pollard, a graduate of
the University who was confined to a wheel-chair, brought an extensive network of
information and knowledge to the Talent Search Program. Additionally, his own personal
struggle to enter and ultimately graduate from the University made him an ideal role model
and logical leader for such an innovative and unique program.
Viewed from the perspective gained over the last seven years of operation, it is clear
that both the Talent Search Project, now called Project REACH (Realizing Educational and
Career Hopes) and the Disabled Student Center at UMASS/Boston were significantly
enhanced by the funding of the Talent Search Project. Most importantly, the grant enabled
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the University to strengthen its relationships with key agencies working either directly or
indirectly with disabled youth and adults. Project REACH enabled the campus to not only
recruit and communicate with special needs agencies serving handicapped youth and adults,
but the Project also worked to reach out and find eligible clients at agencies serving all
youth, such as the YWCA/YMCA, and the Girls and Boys Clubs of Greater Boston. The
project also allowed the University to establish contacts and ties with organizations of
handicapped people themselves, organizations like the Massachusetts Coalition of Citizens
with Disabilities and the Disabled Peoples Liberation Front. The contacts and resources
gained by accessing these groups which, here-to-fore were outside the realm of contacts
which the university would utilize for recruitment or other matters, have proven to be a rich
source of students and support for ongoing project related concerns.
Project REACH has also proven to be of particular importance to the youth and
adults who entered the program. For many participants, the project represented the first
real effort to develop their intellectual talents and abilities. REACH enabled them to
seriously consider going beyond the limitations of their physical challenges. By pursuing
advanced career objectives, setting post-secondary goals, researching and soliciting support
and resources available to handicapped individuals and building stronger networks and
relationships between and amongst handicapped individuals, Project REACH students and
staff built the first viable pathway to higher education for disabled youth and adults in the
City of Boston and in Eastern Massachusetts.
Finally, Project REACH has had an important impact on the Upward Bound
Program. In 1988 Pollard initiated the writing of an Upward Bound grant to focus on
disabled students. He had found from his work in Project REACH that many of the
4

students needed more intensive services than a Talent Search Project could provide. The
grant was recommended for funding, but because the Deaprtment of Education was
unwilling to fund two seperate programs at one institution, the disabled focus was folded
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into the existing Upward Bound Project. As a result, 25 disabled students are being served
annually through Upward Bound.
The Ronald E. McNair Post-Baccalaureate Achievement Program
After serving for nearly ten years as Chancellor of the Boston Campus, Dr. Robert
Corrigan would reluctantly resign in 1988. His successor, Dr. Sherry H. Penney, a
distinguished scholar, accomplished academic administrator and forceful leader assumed
the Chancellorship in August of 1988. Though new to the campus and immediately
confronted with unprecedented budget cuts, Chancellor Penney put forward an ambitious
institutional agenda. Her agenda sought to build upon the work that Corrigan had begun
and to strengthen the university’s mission as an urban, public university.
One of her most important goals was continue to provide broad based access to
individuals seeking the opportunity for a higher education. She believed that the campus
must continue to pursue a progressive affirmative action agenda. Another goal was for
Umass/Boston to expand and enhance its relationships with the Boston Public Schools.
Finally, Penney wanted UMass/Boston to seek to expand and strengthen its programs in
the sciences and to seek out and advance opportunities that would enable low-income and
minority students and women to pursue programs of study in scientific and technological
fields.
Penney’s concern was reflective of a growing concern on the national level that
American dominance and leadership in mathematics, science and technology was being
fiercely challenged by foreign competitors. In the face of these challenges, it became clear
that American schools were failing to produce scientifically literate graduates who had the
skills needed to ensure the nation’s economic progress and national security. At the same
time, national policy makers were beginning to hear what demographers had been saying
for several years, that the fastest growing populations in America were poor and non¬
white. In terms of math and science education, it was clear that the situation was worse for
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minority and low-income students. By every available measure of student achievement
minority and female students showed that they lacked the preparation needed to advance to
higher education and careers in scientific and technical fields.
To address this concern, a number of significant national programs were initiated
by the Congress to address this problem. Beginning in the mid-1980’s programs seeking
to address this concern were started by the Department of Energy, the National Science
Foundation, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Department of
Education. The Department of Education’s initiative in this area was called the Ronald E.
McNair Post-Baccalaureate Achievement Program. The goal of this program was to
prepare low-income and first generation individuals for doctoral study with a particular
emphasis on the sciences. A secondary goal was to increase the number of minority
faculty.
In late 1989, colleges and universities across the country were notified that the
Department of Education was planning to issue application materials for the McNair
Program. Institutions were made aware of the purposes of the program and were
encouraged to begin preliminary planning for their submissions. Since the primary focus
of McNair was on post-baccalaureate efforts, the Executive Director of the Department of
Special Educational Support Services and the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs, sent this
information to the Graduate Studies Office and the Science Departments on campus. In
light of the Chancellor’s commitment to the sciences and in recognition of her stated
interest in increasing the number of women and minorities pursuing programs of study in
scientific fields, they assumed that an application for the McNair Program would be
developed by representatives of these programs. Yet, as the months passed, no activity
was forthcoming. Seeing this, the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs contacted the
Director of Grants and Contract Administration to strongly urge him to again alert the
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various academic units of this important opportunity. Still, no one came forward to
coordinate a McNair submission.
Seeing no action on this matter, and in light of the fact that the application closing
date was fast approaching, the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs convened a meeting of
science faculty, educational support program personnel, and Grants and Contracts
representatives. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the McNair funding opportunity
and to organize a proposal development team. As a result of this meeting and the
subsequent work that would be done following it, on June 22, 1990, UMass/Boston
submitted a proposal seeking federal assistance to initiate a Ronald E. McNair PostBaccalaureate Achievement Program.
The purpose of the McNair program, as stated in the proposal was, "to prepare lowincome, first-generation college students and students from groups underrepresented in
graduate education for doctoral study." (McNair Proposal, p. 2) The proposal listed six
outcome objectives necessary to achieve this goal. The proposal indicated that the project
would identify, select and enroll a total of twenty participants from traditionally
underrepresented groups. Five of these would be underclassman identified in the fall, an
additional five underclassman would be identified in the spring semester. Ten
upperclassmen with more than 60 credits toward the bachelor's degree would also be
selected. The project was designed to ensure that “100% of the upperclassmen will develop
graduate level research skills [and] all participants will achieve an undergraduate degree
with a GPA sufficient to gain access to doctoral study.” (McNair Proposal, p. 3) The focus
would be on increasing participants’ awareness of the many facets of scientific research
will be increased. All participants will receive the necessary academic support to be in
good standing at the end of each semester and they will receive sufficient financial aid to
ensure continued enrollment. Finally, “100% of the participants who complete the
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program will apply, and be enrolled in a post-baccalaureate program of study with
sufficient financial aid.” (McNair Proposal, p. 3)
The McNair proposal established a clear and compelling statement for a need based
post-baccalaureate program at UMass/Boston. First, in reviewing the extent to which
minorities and women were represented on the faculties of institutions of higher education,
the authors Drew upon data gleaned from various tables in the Digest of Educational
Statistics: 1989. The proposal indicated that:
*

In 1983 there were 470,673 full-time, instructional faculty of all ranks in
colleges and universities in the United States.

*

343,780 or 73% were men and only 126,893 or 27% were women,
although women constituted more than 51% of the U.S. population in that
same year.

*

425,691 or 90.4% were White, non-Hispanic, although White, nonHispanic constituted a significantly lower percentage of the population.

*

Only 19,451 or 4.13% were Black.

*

Only 7,346 or 1.56% were Hispanic.

*

16,868 or 3.58% were Asian Pacific Islander.

*

Only 1,307 or .28% were Native American. (McNair Proposal, p. 12)

Analysis of data on the number of doctoral degrees awarded in the United States was
equally distressing. During the 1986-87 academic year, 34,033 doctoral degrees were
conferred in the United States, of these 22,059 or 64.8% were conferred on men and only
11,974 or 35.2% on women; 24,434 or 71.7% were conferred on whites and only 3,011
or 8.8% were conferred on minorities. Of these, 1,060 or 3.1%were awarded to Blacks,
750 or 2.2% to Hispanics, and 1,100 or 3.2% to Asians, and 104 or .03% to Native
Americans. Surprisingly, non-resident aliens received more Doctoral degrees in the United
States during Academic Year 1986-87 (6,587 or 19.35%) than all U.S. minority groups
combined. (McNair Proposal, p. 12)
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The proposal development team identified five disciplines that would be involved in
the project. Biology, Chemistry, Environmental Sciences, Physics and Psychology. These
fields were chosen because they are disciplines in which minorities, women and other
eligible groups were seriously underrepresented at the Ph. D. level. Furthermore, they
were disciplines in which the university possessed expertise, senior faculty were engaged
in significant research and were willing to involve undergraduate students in their work.
Finally, the authors determined that these were disciplines where eligible undergraduates
could be identified. (McNair Proposal, p. 11) The project would seek to increase the
number of minority students entering Ph. D. programs within these five fields, and the
number of women entering all of the above areas except psychology, were women were
found to be overrepresented at UMass/Boston.
While the proposal could point to impressive figures showing that UMass/Boston
had the highest minority enrollment of any public university in New England and that some
8% of its faculty and 5.5% of its tenured faculty were minorities, the proposal stated, "[t]he
picture at UMass is still not encouraging in terms of the inclusion of minorities and women,
particularly in the hard sciences." (McNair Proposal, p. 14) To support their negative
assessment of the position of minorities and women in the hard sciences, the authors
provided a demographic breakdown of the faculty in the five areas to be focused on in the
project:
The Physics department has 13 faculty members, all male, all White, all
tenured. The Chemistry department contains 14 tenured men-12 of whom
are White, 1 Asian, and 1 Black-and one non-tenured White female. The
Environmental Sciences department contains 4 tenured and 3 non-tenured
White males and 1 non-tenured White female. The Biology department fares
slightly better for women. There are 2 tenured White women, 13 tenured
White males, 1 tenured Asian male, and 2 non-tenured White males. The
Psychology department, as was expected, has the highest percentage of
females, 10 or 47.6% of the total faculty of 21. Of the female faculty eight
are White (7 tenured, 1 untenured), 1 Black (untenured), and 1 Asian
(untenured). The remaining faculty members are male, 8 are tenured White
males, 2 tenured Black males, and 1 non-tenured White male. (McNair
Proposal, p. 14)
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While the analysis of UMass/Boston faculty in the hard sciences revealed that these
fields were overwhelmingly staffed by tenured White males, data on undergraduate
participation in the five disciplines identified showed an impressive representation of
minority and women students. Indeed, of the 1,095 declared majors identified in the hard
sciences, 715 were found to be women and nearly 240 were found to be minority or of
unknown racial or ethnic classification. Such a impressive undergraduate representation of
women and minorities in the hard sciences led the authors to conclude, "By any measure...
we will have a large, diverse pool of McNair Program eligible candidates to select our
participant group. Additionally, the rate at which these eligible students are enrolled in their
respective majors far exceeds the rate at which members of their respective groups earn Ph.
D.'s." (McNair Proposal, p. 16)
The activities outlined in the McNair Proposal plan of operation included a clear
process for identifying, selecting and assessing the individual needs of eligible students.
The proposal went on to say that McNair staff would work with selected students to ensure
that they were placed in appropriate courses. The staff would monitor students ‘ progress
on an ongoing basis and provide academic support as needed to ensure that students
progressed in good standing. Each participant would be assigned a faculty mentor, to
assist in the development of research skills. The plan also made provisions for GRE test
preparation and assistance in the application and enrollment process for doctoral programs
of study. (McNair Proposal, p. 21-30)
The objectives and evaluative procedures outlined above address most significantly
the steps and mechanisms that the program would employ to identify and retain
underclassmen in science-related programs at UMass/Boston. For upperclassmen who
participated in the McNair Program, the proposal offered an innovative set of services
which reflected the program's fundamental belief that students needed to be directly
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involved in research activities. Citing a June 8, 1980, New York Times article, the
proposal states, "Many educators have found that the single most powerful inducement to
encourage students to pursue graduate education is research. This proposal includes a
strong commitment to the research component of the McNair Program." (McNair Proposal,
p. 3) In support of that assertion, the proposal provided a detailed description of the
research projects being carried out by the twelve senior faculty who would be working with
the McNair Project. The research opportunities included five on-going biological studies,
two studies in the Chemistry Department, one underway in the Environmental Studies
department, three projects with the Physics Department and one study in the Psychology
Department. Upperclassmen would work closely with their faculty advisor on his/her
research.
The McNair project, as stipulated in the proposal, would be housed in the
Department of Special Educational Support Services (DSESS) and would be administrated
by a project director who would report to the Executive Director of DSESS.
Supplementing the efforts of the project director would be a Faculty Advisory Committee,
made up of representatives from the Divisions of Student Affairs and Academic Affairs.
The purpose of the Committee was to enhance the ability of the project director to work
within the university community. In addition to the faculty supervising research, the
Advisory Committee was made up of the Executive Director, DSESS, the Department
Chairs of Biology, Chemistry, Environmental Sciences, Physics and Psychology, the Vice
Chancellors for Student Affairs and for Academic Affairs, and the Dean of the College of
Arts and Sciences. The faculty advisory committee's role, in addition to being a resource
to the project director, was defined as a consultative body which would discuss all major
concerns pertinent to the operation of the project.
On September 11, 1990 the University received notification from the Department of
Education granting $104,584 for the McNair Project.
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While the McNair Program has only been in operation for two years, a number of
important conclusions about the program and its impact on the institution can be drawn.
First, the McNair Program was the first educational opportunity program that brought
Academic Affairs and Student Affairs together for the purpose of developing a new
educational initiative. Not only did this collaboration result in a truly exceptional program,
the bridges crossed in the development of the McNair Program have allowed both
Divisions to seek out other opportunities for shared experiences.
Secondly, by making the centrality of faculty involvement a major focus of the
project, the McNair program was able to institutionalize the involvement of senior faculty in
the ongoing activities of the program in a way not achieved by the other educational
opportunity programs. For the first time in the history of UMass/Boston, a program was
operating which provided to low income, first generation and underrepresented students the
opportunity for direct access to senior faculty members and significantly involved these
students in on-going research activities.
Finally, and most significantly, the presence of the McNair program advanced the
central mission of UMass/Boston. The McNair initiative allowed UMass to offer an
educational opportunity to talented students who might not otherwise have the opportunity
to pursue advanced study at the doctoral level, particularly in the sciences. Furthermore,
because McNair involves senior faculty directly in the activities of the project, it is helping
to make the more traditional activities of the university—namely research and scholarshipmore accessible to low-income, minority, and first generation students.
Upward Bound Math and Science Initiative
As was discussed with the McNair Program, the federal government was
increasingly concerned about the nation’s poor performance in math, science and
technology. The Department of Education realized that the McNair initiative, while vitally
important, was not a sufficient response to the problems of math and science achievement.
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Department officials recognized that it was also important to focus attention on precollegiate students so that more students would enter college prepared to major in math and
science fields. To address this need the department decided to create regional math and
science centers that would provide an intensive experience for Upward Bound students
who were interested in pursuing careers in these fields.
On August 7, 1990, a proposal was submitted to the U. S. Department of
Education seeking federal assistance to establish at UMass/Boston a regional Upward
Bound Math Science Center for students recruited from Upward Bound projects
throughout New England. The proposed purpose of the University of Massachusetts at
Boston Math and Science Initiative (MSI) was "to increase the number of low income and
first generation college students majoring in math, the sciences and computer science at the
undergraduate level and, eventually, to also increase the numbers of these same students
who enter the work force in these areas and/or go on to advanced study." (MSI Proposal,
P- 2)
To achieve this purpose the University proposed a multifaceted initiative, beginning
with an intensive six week, residential academic program during the summer of 1991. The
summer component was to include math, science and computer science classroom
instruction, research and hands-on laboratory experiences, supplemental work in writing
and study skills, tutoring and mentoring. Following the summer program, the program
would offer an extensive academic year component designed to strengthen and enhance
each participant’s home project academic program.
Since the Department of Education had concluded that the need for at least ten Math
and Science Centers had been established, applicants were notified that they would not be
required to develop a need statement. The following year, in its request for continuing
funding, the proposal did document the extent of need for a Math and Science Center in
New England. To determine the extent of need the university conducted two
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comprehensive surveys. The first, "a survey of programs that provide math/science type
services and activities in New England—the target area—and what they do and do not
provide; the second, a survey of the availability and quality of math/science instruction and
facilities available to low-income students in New England." (MSI-5/1/91, p. 1) Several
important and noteworthy findings resulted from this research effort:
*

A total of 54 math/science related programs were identified in the six New
England states. None of the programs specifically targeted low-income
students.

*

None of the 54 programs provided all twelve of the services proposed to be
offered in the UMass/Boston initiative. Sixteen provided only one of the
services. Only one program provided as many as eight of the services.

*

Only one of the 54 programs had established criteria allowing for the
admission of low-income students into the program. (MSI Proposal, p. 4)

Six outcome objectives were established for the Math/Science Initiative, the
objectives were categorized into diagnosis and orientation, generation of skills, research
skills, academic advising, motivation, and long term follow-up.

To achieve these

objectives, the program proposed to offer a broad array of services to eligible students
through a six week intensive summer residential program and to provide enrolled students
with ongoing support and services at their host programs during the academic year.
The proposed summer residential program was to be the mainstay of the program.
The summer residential component of the MSI was to be held at the Noble and Greenough
School in Dedham. Noble and Greenough is a private boarding and day school founded in
Boston in the mid-1800’s. In 1922 the school moved from Boston to a sprawling 175 acre
campus in Dedham. That Noble would consent to a joint public and private partnership
with the University of Massachusetts at Boston on this project is itself an interesting story.
The school's leadership was motivated to seek strategies and opportunities to broaden the
base of its own enrollment. Because of the enlightened perspective of its headmaster and
certain members of the Board of Trustees, Noble was eager to regain a direct contact and
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relationship with an institution with a significant urban base. UMass/Boston was fortunate
to connect with Noble at this time. With its pristine physical facility and the commitment of
the headmaster to enlist Noble faculty in the operation of the summer program, the MSI
represented an important step in the delivery of high quality academic programming to lowincome first generation scholars.
The summer program was designed to simulate a residential college experience. As
stated above, the Noble and Greenough School provided physical facilities equal to and, in
some respects, exceeding many college campuses in New England. Having achieved the
look of a collegiate experience, the rigorous offerings of the summer academic program
guaranteed that the effect would be complete.
The proposal outlined the schedule of academic courses during the summer
program. Students were required to spend five hours each day of the first two weeks taking
courses in Mathematics, Biology, Chemistry, English and Computer Science. To insure
personal attention and immediate classroom feedback from faculty, classes were designed
to hold no more than 10 students. During the last four weeks of the program, students
would take these same classes on Mondays, Wednesdays and on Fridays. On Tuesdays
and Thursdays, students were expected to work on their scientific research projects in the
laboratories and at the library at UMass/Boston. In the evenings, two hour time blocks
were reserved for tutorial support and supervised study. In addition to the structure
outlined above, the program also proposed to offer activity times in which students could
selectively opt to attend career workshops, lectures, faculty seminars, academic and career
counselling and social and cultural events offered by the program.
The academic year component of the MSI Program was designed to provide
participants with a follow-up program to the summer session. The structure of the
academic year component, as proposed, would enable participants to pursue related
activities in math, science, and computer science at their home projects. Students were to
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be engaged in four related activities: completion of a scientific research paper or project,
ongoing contact with a mentor, progress in a sequence of math and science courses that
would lead to entry into college and to majors in mathematics, science and computer
science, and field trips through home projects and mid-year reconvening of program
participants.
Prior to the conclusion of the summer residential program, each MSI student, with
the assistance of their faculty and tutor/mentors was expected to submit a proposal for the
research project or paper that they would work on during the academic year. "Before
departing for his or her 'home' project, each participant must have the proposal approved
by a discipline specific UMass/Boston faculty member and returned to him or her with
annotated questions for resources needed and the standards by which the project will be
judged." (MSI Proposal, p. 17) The ongoing development of the research paper or project
by each MSI students served as the core function around which the academic year
component was structured.
In both the summer and follow-up academic year program, the MSI proposal
argued that it was critical that the project be flexible and accountable when providing
services to improve each participants skills. This student centered approach which, as
designed, "allows the program to accommodate the particular needs of each participant and
to monitor each participant's progress in skill improvement." (MSI Proposal, p. 22)
Examples of the MSI's flexibility included:
*

Use of more than one assessment tool for diagnosis.

*

A curriculum that is developed in such a way that it can be refined after
diagnosing each participant's skills and that is deliverable to individuals
within a wide range of skill levels.

*

Individualized testing.

*

Individual mentoring year round.

*

Variety of laboratory and research experiences.
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The final sections of the MSI proposal focused on the quality of resources available
to the program and the qualification of key personnel. In response to the quality of
resources, the proposal emphasized the richness of resources both the University and
Noble and Greenough were bringing in support of the program. From the superbly
appointed and well equipped academic setting at Noble and Greenough to the state-of-theart research, library, athletic and academic facilities at UMass/Boston, the proposal ensured
that the resources available to the program were ideal. With regards to the qualifications
and overall strength of key personnel, the proposal provided job descriptions for the key
positions to be filled. The descriptions detailed the specific qualifications, general
responsibilities, specific examples of duties and reporting lines for each position. Job
descriptions were provided for the project director, program secretary, student
mentor/tutors and UMass faculty consultants.
The Management Plan for the MSI stated that the program would be
organizationally placed within the Department of Special Educational Support Services.
The Project Director for MSI, reporting directly to the Executive Director of DSESS, was
to work part-time during the academic year and full-time in the summer. S/he would be
responsible for supervising a full-time secretary, a staff of six instructors, five
mentor/tutors, and five resident assistant/tutors. Drawing on the management design
within DSESS, the MSI director, would also be expected to coordinate and collaborate on
programmatic matters with the other five programs within the DSESS unit. In sum, the
director would be expected to "develop and coordinate the academic functioning of the
program, to organize and supervise the execution of all of the program s services, and to
conduct the daily operation of the program efficiently and effectively.
50)
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(MSI Proposal, p.

On September 29, 1990, one month following the submission of the University's
Math Science Initiative grant application, the campus received notification that the program
had been recommended for funding. The initial grant award was for $125,000.
The Math Science Initiative was a natural outgrowth of the work that the university
had been doing in Upward Bound and in McNair. It was a natural extension of the
university’s desire to serve an ever more complex array of needs within the low-income
and first generation college student population. By involving Noble and Greenough
School in the project, the MSI initiative also extended the university’s desire to more
significantly involve the private sector in educational opportunity programming.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS, FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The research and analysis that was undertaken to complete this study has revealed
much about UMass/Boston. From it, we have gained a deeper insight into the minds and
the thinking of the legislative and community leaders who maneuvered to create the
institution and we have learned much about the faculty and administrators who came
forward to give it its unique set of values and institutional perspectives. We have seen
how, over time, the mission has been challenged, pushed and influenced by internal and
external social forces and political realities. And we have seen how the students who come
to UMass have changed and how the campus has attempted to programmatically adjust and
respond to those changes. In this final section we will draw on information and insights
gained from this study to answer the research questions and assumptions which were
posed earlier in this work. After having done this, we will outline the major institutional
findings and policy recommendations which grew out of our analysis of this twenty-five
year historical review.
Development of Educational Opportunity Programs at the University of Massachusetts at
Boston
As a public urban university with a mission to provide high quality, low cost
educational opportunities to urban constituents, why was it necessary for the
University of Massachusetts at Boston to develop a continuing series of educational
opportunity programs for low-income, first generation college bound students?
Our review of the various programs in this study has given us some important
insights into the origins and rationale for the creation of the different educational
opportunity programs. The study found that educational opportunity programs at
UMass/Boston have been developed to address three significant challenges. First, all of
the programs were developed to respond to specific student needs. This focus on student
needs is central to the mission of the educational opportunity programs and, as a result, the
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needs of students drive the design of the programs. In the beginning, with Upward
Bound, the focus was on serving low-income students. With the development of
Veteran’s Upward Bound, the focus broadened to include the needs of low-income
veterans. As programs were developed the focus remained on low-income students,
however, within this population the focus broadened further to include disabled students
and talented and gifted students.
Secondly, some of the programs were developed in response to specific
institutional needs. Our study would suggest that the Upward Bound Program, for
example, was developed to provide an appropriate approach for addressing the academic
needs of students seeking to gain access to the university. The goal of the Upward Bound
Program is to provide students with the skills and motivation necessary to pursue higher
education. The faculty who developed the proposal did so because their experiences in the
classroom were sufficiently dramatic for them to realize that more work was needed to
prepare low-income, disadvantaged youth for study at the university level.
Another example of a program designed to respond to an institutional need is
Special Services. The goal of Special Services is to help reduce attrition by providing
students with a wide range of academic and student support services. The Special
Services Program was designed institutional strategy for increasing retention of lowincome disadvantaged students. Similarly, the Urban Scholars Program was developed in
response to external pressures. The university’s merger with Boston State College brought
charges that UMass/Boston was not truly committed to its urban mission. Thus, the
university developed Urban Scholars to demonstrate that it continued to have a real and
ongoing commitment to access for Boston Public School students.
Finally, some of the programs were developed to respond to national needs. The
university submitted several proposals to the Department of Education to address issues of
vital national concern. An excellent example of a program developed to respond to a
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national need is the Ronald E. McNair Post-Baccalaureate Program. The purpose of the
McNair program is to prepare minorities, women and under represented individuals for
doctoral study, particularly study in scientific and technological fields. In that the
University had, itself, been exploring ways to advance science programs on campus, the
availability of McNair funding also provided an ideal way to address an institutional goal
by addressing a national priority. The UMass/Boston Math Science Initiative, is another
example of a program developed to respond to a national priority. In this case, the
Department of Education sought to strengthen mathematic and scientific skill levels of lowincome secondary school students. The university, seeking to strengthen its own programs
in these areas, was motivated to seek out this funding opportunity. The Veterans Upward
Bound Program was also established in response to a national concern. Following the Viet
Nam war, virtually every branch of government was seeking ways to successfully support
the reintroduction of thousands of returning veterans into the mainstream of American life.
UMass/Boston was able to obtain funds from the Department of Education to provide
needed support and guidance to veterans seeking to pursue a higher education.
How Kev Groups Interact with Educational Opportunity Programs
Over time, what has been the role and how do key groups--University
administrators, collegiate faculty and students-define and interact with the various
educational opportunity programs?
The administration of the university was heavily and directly involved in initiating
and overseeing the educational opportunity program during the early, developmental years
of the Boston campus. During the middle period, when UMass/Boston was experiencing
exponential growth in it financial resources and dramatic expansion of its academic
programs, the administration spent less time overseeing programmatic matters as they were
pre-occupied with addressing the academic reputation and overall stature of the university.
During the mature period, a time characterized by more introspective analysis on how
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academic resources at UMass/Boston could be utilized in support of educational
opportunity initiatives, the administration again became actively involved in the
development and operation of educational opportunity programs.
Faculty were also integrally involved at the beginning—in the heady days of the
founding everyone was committed to the vision of an urban public university. In the
middle period, faculty focus shifted inward to concerns about scholarship, research, and
teaching. In the mature period, most faculty continue to be concerned about parochial
issues. However, the Ronald E. McNair Post-Baccalaureate Achievement Program has
been a program that has allowed the narrow concerns of faculty to converge with the
operational goals and objectives of the program. Faculty who are engaged in research
activities traditionally involve undergraduate and graduate students in their work. Through
McNair they are able to involve low-income, first generation minority students in a more
significant way.
This study has provided us with other important insights about the UMass/Boston
faculty and the faculty at UMass/Amherst. It was these individuals, after all, who accepted
the call to come to Boston and to devote their lives and careers to the unique challenges
embodied in its mission and goals. In the context of society in the early 1960’s, it might be
possible to say that the early faculty came to the Boston campus out of the heightened sense
of community service and social activism which was a hallmark of that period. In the spirit
of President Kennedy and Martin Luther King, they may have been seeking to be a part of
the new frontier. Perhaps, for them, that explanation might appear plausible. Yet, as we
examine the role of the UMass/Boston faculty over the years, this study has enabled us to
see that there is an intellectual continuity and commitment by the faculty to educational
opportunity programming. While this study draws particular attention to the contributions
of early faculty, it is also true that some of the faculty who followed in their footsteps have
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been as firmly resolved and as deeply committed to the goals and mission of these
programs.
Relationship between University Mission and Educational Opportunity Programs
What has been the relationship between the university’s stated mission and its
mission in practice and the development of the educational opportunity programs?
It is fair to say that one of the most important insights gained from this study is that
there is no one set definition of a university and there is no one set mission by which all
universities can be measured. Much of the tension and conflict that marked the early years
of UMass/Boston centered around the attempt of faculty, or administrators or people
outside of the university to define and establish a single view of what UMass/Boston
should be. We see in the programs reviewed in this work, that a university can be
committed to scholarly interest, that it can recruit superior faculty, build libraries, fund stateof-the-art research studies and, at the same time, develop programs for disadvantaged
youth and adults, reach out into elementary and secondary schools, collaborate with
community based groups and agencies and make a major contribution to social and
economic conditions of the community of which it is a member. If anything, the efforts
reviewed in this study, reveal that UMass/Boston is not just a place where, in the tradition
of the European university, only teaching and research are done. UMass/Boston, in this
broader sense, is not an island unto itself. Rather, it is a institution that is just as committed
to the community as it is to scholarship.
This study also has also revealed that the mission of UMass/Boston as articulated
over the years has remained virtually unchanged. While those select few who have had the
privilege to lead the campus have come and gone, the direction and focus of the institution
has remained remarkably intact. The fact that the mission is, in essence, a timeless and
continuous force in the life of UMass/Boston is an extremely important finding. There is
still much that the university can do to support and enhance the quality of life for those who

94

come here for the opportunity of a higher education and the benefits of intellectual
enrichment. The campus, with its vast and growing resources, also holds great promise
for influencing in a positive way the future of the City of Boston and the communities
surrounding it. The mission, therefore, is greater than the institution itself. It sets out a
direction and goal to which the University, over time, strives to achieve. In the
Chancellor’s message at the first faculty and student convocation at the University of
Massachusetts at Boston on September 23, 1965, Chancellor Ryan boldly articulates the
goals and responsibilities of the campus,
A public university must offer education to students who cannot for economic or
social reasons ordinarily go beyond high school. This is a special and primary
burden. It requires of us not less but more concentration on the art of teaching, and
a faculty, a curriculum, and a working intellectual atmosphere equal to those of the
best private colleges. Unless a public university offers these, it will perpetuate a
class system of education according to income and social advantage.
Nor is this all. Despite the avalanche of numbers expected in the coming years, this
new university will not be satisfied with accepting only those students who apply
on their own initiative. We will seek out, and help support, those young people
whose race, or recent immigration, or depressed economic status, denies them
higher education and even the expectation of it. We will seek to improve education
for all, from pre-schoolers to adults.
The mission of UMass/Boston as articulated by Dr. Ryan is both compelling and
complex. It subsumes both access and excellence. It questions the dichotomy between
opportunity and scholarship and challenges the campus to strive for excellence in both. The
programs reviewed in this study are tangible efforts by the campus to address the ideals
and aspirations implied in its mission. Because of its adherence to this broad sense of
mission, UMass/Boston has been an ideal laboratory for the development of educational
opportunity programs.
As discussed above, these programs have been developed for three primary
reasons: to meet the specific needs of students, to respond to institutional concerns and to
respond to national priorities. Our review of UMass/Boston’s educational opportunity
programs has also shown that these programs have been developed in response to conflicts
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and tensions that arise because of the dual nature of the mission of the university—its urban
public mission and its mission as a center for scholarly discourse and academic pursuits.
Upward Bound, Special Services, and Urban Scholars all grew out of conflicts around the
mission. Upward Bound was developed in response to the fact that the university was
trying to serve non-traditional students but found that these students were inadequately
prepared for higher education. Leonard Weiner’s letter of resignation from his position as
director of Upward Bound and professor at the university highlighted many of the tensions
inherent in the dual nature of the mission. Weiner resigned because he did not feel that the
work he had done for Upward Bound was valued in tenure process, he questioned the
University’s commitment to the mission of the program, and he felt that the faculty were
uncomfortable with multicultural issues.
Similarly, Special Services resulted from the need to develop strategies to retain
these students once they came to the campus. Urban Scholars grew out of the merger with
Boston State College. Boston State was perceived to be more committed to nontraditional
students. Urban Scholars was an attempt to demonstrate the university’s commitment to its
urban public mission.
Our review also revealed that there was a fine line between programs that originated
in response to UMass/Boston’s mission and those that originated in response to concerns
raised at the national level. Veteran’s Upward Bound, as we have seen, was initiated at a
time when large numbers of veteran’s were returning from the Vietnam War. At the same
time public protest against the war was escalating. There was a need for the nation and for
American colleges and universities to do something positive for veterans. The Veteran s
Upward Bound initiative at UMass was a timely program which served to address this
concern well. The Talent Search Program focuses exclusively on disabled students. The
project was initiated at a time when concern for disabled persons was increasing and when
Congress and local officials were asking colleges and universities to open their doors to

96

disabled youth and adults. UMass/Boston, in submitting the Talent Search Proposal, was
certainly responding to it mission, but it was also capitalizing on an opportunity to bring
important resources and students to the Boston campus. The Ronald E. McNair program
grew out of a recognition on the national level that there was a critical shortage of lowincome and first generation students entering doctoral programs. The Upward Bound
Math/Science Initiative was created in response to increased national attention on the poor
mathematical and scientific literacy rates of Americans. We see then, in examining the
origins and circumstances which gave rise to the development of educational opportunity
programs at UMass/Boston, that its mission coupled with national priorities drove the
development of educational opportunity programs.
Programmatic Developments and Impact on Existing Outreach and Academic Offerings
Over time, what were the major programmatic developments in the history of the
various educational opportunity programs at the University? What impact, if any,
did these developments have on existing outreach and academic offerings at the
University?
The structure of Upward Bound has remained virtually unchanged over time-a
rigorous and intensive summer session followed by classes and tutorial support after
school during the academic year. Upward Bound was also the first of the educational
opportunity programs to guarantee admission to the university for its students. While the
university has periodically tried to change this policy it continues to be operative. The
Upward Bound Program has been an important vehicle to connect the university to the
community. It was the first collaborative effort undertaken by the university which allowed
community residents, secondary school teachers and university faculty to jointly work on
addressing an important educational need.
The Veteran’s Upward Bound program is structured around an intensive fourteen
week session. Each session has a two week orientation component, the curriculum is
individualized and personal counseling is an important element in the overall structure of
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the program. Like Upward Bound, the Veteran’s Upward Bound Program has also
provided UMass/Boston with an important connection to the community. As a result of the
project, veterans have been brought into the institution in greater numbers. The project has
also had an important impact on academic developments at the university. This can be seen
most significantly in the William Joiner Center. An outgrowth of the Veteran’s Upward
Bound Program, the Joiner Center for the Study of War and Social Consequences was
created to initiate research, to develop academic course offerings and to provide services
focused on veterans and their concerns.
The Special Services Program was designed to assist the university in addressing
the important issue of retention. The program strives to work with academic departments
to ensure that they are aware of and sensitive to the needs of low income students. The
program seeks to insure that instruction and counseling support are readily available and
utilized. Additionally, the program ensures that the social and personal needs of targeted
students are addressed by counselling and other support personnel. The Special Services
Program has helped the university to better understand and to become more sensitive and
responsive to the academic needs of low income students. The project has also played an
important role in sensitizing the campus to the special concerns of physically challenged
students.
The Urban Scholars Program was the first educational opportunity program
initiated with university funds. The program is built around an intensive set of academic
courses and activities. In addition to focusing on developing the talent potential of
individual students, the program has also worked to enhance the capacity of its partner
schools to develop the talent potential of all of their enrolled students. In this respect, the
program has had a profound impact on the schools by demonstrating that, in fact, many of
their students are highly talented. The program has also demonstrated that a public urban
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university can raise significant amounts of private sector monies for educational
opportunity initiatives.
The Talent Search Program focuses on information dissemination for disabled
students. As a totally barrier-free institution, UMass/Boston has long recognized that it
could do much to advance educational opportunities for disabled youth and adults. The
Talent Search Project has demonstrated that with support and resources, significant
numbers of disabled students can successfully pursue and succeed in higher education.
The Ronald E. McNair Post-baccalaureate Achievement Program focuses on
preparing low income students for post-baccalaureate programs. In doing this,
UMass/Boston has made important strides in bridging the gap between faculty and talented
low-income students capable of collaborating on their research efforts. Asa result of the
pioneering work of the McNair project, UMass faculty are now actively working to break¬
down one of the last academic barriers that have historically blocked low-income students
from the opportunity to directly participate in scholarly research.
The Math Science Initiative was designed to increase the number of low-income and
first generation college students majoring in math, the sciences and computer science at the
undergraduate level. Additionally, the program’s aim is to increase the number of such
students who go on to graduate programs in those fields. Like the McNair Program, the
Math Science Initiative has far reaching and important significance for the Boston campus.
First, the program has enabled UMass/Boston to actively engage in efforts aimed at
improving math and scientific literacy at the secondary school level. Second, the program
has allowed the campus to join with an important private school, Noble and Greenough, in
developing collaborative strategies aimed at addressing math and science deficiencies at the
secondary level. Third, by recruiting students from throughout the New England region,
the Math Science Initiative has allowed UMass/Boston to take a leadership role in bringing
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colleges and universities together in addressing what is clearly a significant regional
problem.
Role of Federal Funding in Implementation of Educational Opportunity Programs
What role and to what extent has federal funding played in the conceptualization and
implementation of educational opportunity programs at the University? How have
institutional resources and other State funds been used to augment and support
educational opportunity initiatives as the Harbor Campus?
Six of the seven programs reviewed in this dissertation are funded by grants
provided through the U.S. Department of Education. As long as the Federal Government
continues to place a priority on making educational opportunities available to disadvantaged
students who seek to gain the benefits of a higher education, we can expect to see progress
in making America a more egalitarian society. Loss of these federal funds, especially in
light of the historically poor record of support by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for
educational opportunity programs, would cut off access to a higher education for a
significant number of talented students.
Unifying Principles of Educational Opportunity Programs at the Boston Campus
Are there any unifying principles which cut across the various educational
opportunity programs at the Boston campus? If so, are there any specific lessons
or generalizable insights which can be derived from these principles?
This study clearly demonstrated that there is a coherent relationship between the
various educational opportunity programs and the University’s broader institutional
concerns. As a public urban university, UMass/Boston has committed itself to serve a
diverse population of students. It seeks to provide access and opportunity across a broad
racial, economic and intellectual spectrum. The presence of the various educational
opportunity programs analyzed in this study allow the university to provide valuable
services to and gain important information about a significant population of students who
attend the University. Programs like Upward Bound, Veterans Upward Bound and
REACH all strengthen the university’s efforts to provide access to an ever broadening
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group of students. Through these programs the University is able to have a visible
presence in urban high schools, adult education centers and a large number of community
based agencies. The efforts carried out by these programs to identify, recruit and attract to
the campus individuals who might not otherwise seek to gain admissions is consistent with
UMass’ goal to be accessible to all who seek a higher education.
Similarly, the Urban Scholars program allows UMass to engage directly in efforts
to improve the quality of education provided in neighborhood public schools. By bringing
university personnel, books, supplies and other academic resources to the schools, Urban
Scholars works to engage urban youth, teachers, guidance personnel and administrators in
the effort to establish a standard of excellence all urban youth will strive to achieve. It is a
school and college collaboration that is working to bridge the gap between secondary
schools and higher education. When we look at the role of these programs over time, how
they were developed, who they were designed to serve, and how they contributed to the
range of overall services provided by the university, it is clear that the presence of these
programs are a logical outgrowth of UMass/Boston’s mission and central to its concern
with its students and the community around it.
Directions and Prospects for Educational Opportunity Programs
Given the longevity and stable nature of the educational opportunity programs at the
Boston Campus, what are the likely directions these programs will take as we
approach the 21st century? Given the increasing role of federal funding to manage
and operate these programs, what are the prospects for sustaining federal support in
the years ahead?
A key finding of this study is that, over time, most of the educational opportunity
programs at UMass/Boston have been integrated into the mainstream of the university.
This is most noticeably evident with the Ronald E. McNair program where senior research
faculty and Student Affairs professionals jointly worked on the proposal submission. The
Veterans Educational Training Program also has made major strides in involving faculty in
developing courses focussed on war and social consequences and in engaging veterans in
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course development activities. Project REACH has pioneered important work with the
Disabled Student Center and with the Computer Center. The collaboration with the
Computer Center has resulted in the development of a nationally recognized adaptive
computer lab which allows disabled students to utilize the latest developments in
technology to assist them in pursuing their academic pursuits. The ACCESS program has
developed close working relationships with virtually all key academic units on campus. In
an effort to promote retention as a campus-wide responsibility, it enjoys a close working
relationship with the many faculty and with professionals working in the newly
established Counseling Center. It is extremely significant that these educational
opportunity programs have found a valuable place in the life of UMass/Boston.
Educational opportunity programs at UMass/Boston are not marginal to the central mission
of the campus. At many institutions, educational opportunity programs and the students
they serve are viewed as tangential to the “real” work of the institution. UMass/Boston
appears to heading in a different direction on this matter. There is a strong and growing
commitment to the work of the programs reviewed in this study and it is likely that even
closer ties between the programs and mainstream academic offerings of the campus will
develop in the future.
Recommendations
It is clear from the discussion and analysis provided in this study that the
distinguishing characteristics which have enabled UMass/Boston to ascend to a position of
national leadership in educational opportunity programming is derived from it focus and
attention to the educational needs of the educationally and racially diverse population which
makes up the greater Boston community. The changing demographics which guided the
development of these programs in Boston, however, are not unique to the Northeastern
sector of the country. Indeed, as a result of differential fertility rates between whites and
minorities, minorities will in the next several decades comprise a growing if not dominant
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proportion of public school, higher education and work force populations (Hodgkinson,
1985, p. 7) To truly meet the educational needs of our nation’s youth, institutions of higher
education, particularly in states with large and growing minority populations need to
immediately gear-up and aggressively seek to develop initiatives similar to those developed
at UMass/Boston. The three charts below graphically illustrate the significance of these
demographic realities for other parts of the country. The first chart shows the impending
shifts in ethnic composition in nine of the largest U.S. urban school districts between 19681986. The second chart compares actual 1985 with projected year 2000 labor force
composition. The third chart lists the fourteen states with the highest enrolled percentage of
minority school children in public schools in 1988.
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Table 1.

Urban School Shifts, 1968-86

DISTRICT

WHITE

BLACK

HISPANIC

ASIAN

Chicago

-24%

+ 5%

+ 17%

+ 2%

Dallas

- 40%

+ 19%

+ 20%

+ 2%

Houston

- 36%

+ 10%

+ 24%

+ 3%

L.A.

- 36%

- 4%

+ 36%

+ 4%

San Diego

- 32%

+ 7%

+ 9%

+ 15%

N.Y.

- 22%

+ 8%

+ 11%

+ 5%

Phil.

- 14%

+ 5%

+ 7%

+ 3%

Detroit

- 30%

+ 31%

+ 1%

0

Memphis

- 22%

+ 24%

0

+ 1%

(Orfield & Montford, NSBA, June ’88)
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Table 2.

Labor Force Increase
1985

1985-2000

115,461,000

200,000,000

NATIVE WHITE MALES

47%

18%

NATIVE WHITE FEMALES

36%

42%

NATIVE NON WHITE MALES

5%

8%

NATIVE NON WHITE FEMALES

4%

12%

IMMIGRANT MALES

4%

10%

IMMIGRANT FEMALES

3%

10%

TOTAL:

Thus, 82% of new workers will be a combination of female, non-white and immigrant.
(Hudson Institute, 1986)
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Table 3.

Minorities In Public Schools

TEXAS

49%

S. CAROLINA

45%

NEW MEXICO

57%

MISS.

56%

LOUISIANA

43%

MARYLAND

40%

HAWAII

77%

CALIF.

46%

ARIZ.

38%

ALABAMA

38%

FLORIDA

35%

NEW YORK

32%

DELAWARE

32%

NEW JERSEY

31%

(U.S. DEPT. OF EDUCATION, March, 1988)
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1988

composition of American society. As a result, the successful education of low-income and
minority people must be made an absolute national priority. All branches of government
and corporate American must join together to insure that minorities, first generation college
bound students and low-income Americans are provided with the skills and abilities
necessary to successfully move into the mainstream of American society. It will be
necessary, if the country is to accomplish its national goals and to achieve its economic
priorities, that these individuals have the best education this country can provide to them.
In the current decade and well into the twenty-first century, therefore, American economic
strength and technological leadership will be determined, in large part, on how well
minorities and low-income Americans are educated.
Because fertility and immigration patterns are most dramatically observable in high
population, urban centers in America, urban universities will be called upon to address the
educational, social and economic barriers which have traditionally impeded the progress of
these groups. It is imperative, therefore, that the experiences and knowledge gained from
the programs and initiatives pioneered at UMass/Boston be shared with other urban
institutions who will address similar educational needs and concerns in the decades ahead.
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